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Parentification is the highest form of Adultification; a phenomenon that occurs
when some children precociously perform extensive labor in their families, often as a
function of poverty, and when their roles, responsibilities, and behaviors are “out of
synch” with contemporary social and institutional notions of what children are expected
to do (Burton, 2007). Based on the hypothesis that a significant number of children
growing up in economically disadvantaged family backgrounds have higher chances of
taking on adult roles at a young age and become adultified to a level of being parentified;
this study sought to investigate whether and how school-based socio-emotional
experiences of adultified learners affect their academic engagement and achievement and
performance.
This study, utilizing a sample of 214 First Year College students and 157 of their
former high school English and Math teachers, examined the influence of relationship
focused variables (teacher attitudinal qualities and teacher support) as predictors of
school membership, student academic engagement, and academic achievement.
Parentification was hypothesized to significantly negatively influence relational
experiences and academic achievement variables. Findings supported the hypothesized

importance of positive teacher attitudinal qualities and highlighted in-class teacher
support for stronger school membership, student academic engagement, and academic
achievement. A significant negative correlation was also found between Parentification
and Academic Achievement. Also, Parentified learners reported experiencing
significantly less support from their teachers for their autonomy, and significantly less
membership in their school community when compared to non-adultified learners.
Contrary to expectation, Parentification failed to explain a significant amount of variance
in Teacher Attitudinal Qualities of Empathy, Congruence, and Level or Unconditionality
of Regard. Post Hoc analyses revealed a significant negative association between school
poverty and ongoing student academic engagement; with learners in high poverty schools
reporting higher levels of ongoing engagement when compared to their counterparts in
medium and low poverty schools. Unanticipated findings and subject-specific nuances in
contributions made by English and Math teacher attitudinal qualities are explained. This
study has pre-and in-service teacher training implications as it presents factors that affect
academic engagement and achievement of adolescents, with particular attention paid to
parentified adolescents and learners in high poverty schools.
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CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
A plethora of literature and research findings in education and other human
sciences reveal that children and adolescents growing up in economically disadvantaged
families and communities face many developmental challenges and hurdles in their lives
(Burton, 2007; Connell & Klem, 2006; Godsall, Jurkovic, Emshoff, Anderson, &
Stanwyck, 2004). These youth grow up deprived of various resources and experiences as
a function of poverty, and are sometimes even robbed of their very childhood (Fitzgerald
et al., 2008). Driven into early transition into adulthood by varied causes and life events,
these children are often forced to assume adult-like personas and family roles that are not
fully explained by mainstream human development theory and literature. Because of the
failure of research to adequately explain difficulties faced by low SES youth, there exists
a dearth of knowledge about the specific issues impacting their development and resultant
developmental needs. As such, affected children are often forced to go through life with
many of their basic developmental and physiological needs unmet, both at home and at
school.
Researchers agree that among many losses these children suffer as a result of the
early transition into adulthood is the “carefree stage” of life that marks and characterizes
childhood. This stage is then replaced with roles and behaviors that do not fit
contemporary social and institutional notions of what children are expected to be and do
1
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(Burton, 2007; Jurkovic, Kuperminc, Sarac & Weisshaar, 2005). These children gain
precocious knowledge about adult roles and responsibilities due to experiences
performing extensive labor in their families as a function of poverty and other familial or
socio-political issues. This experience, which has been termed adultification, (Burton,
2007) affects many children growing up in, and attending schools serving economically
disadvantaged communities. For children to be considered adultified, it means they must
live a complex life in which childhood experiences co-occur, blended-in in salt-andpepper like style, with sharply contrasting adulthood knowledge, demands, and
responsibilities. Of these two ingredients, the one representing adulthood experiences is
not usually visible to the naked eye, and can sometimes only be detected in certain
behaviors exhibited by the child in different social settings and life situations, including
their relationships at home, at school and in their classrooms.
The primary aim of this study is to investigate whether and how school-based
socio-emotional experiences of adultified learners affect their academic achievement and
performance. More specifically, their relational experiences with their teachers and the
relational support they receive from them will be explored to determine how these two
variables affect the learners’ felt experience of belongingness, and their academic
engagement and achievement. The secondary aims of this study are to illustrate the
practical significance of a proposed model of the factors that influence academic
achievement with adultified learners, and to make recommendations for strengthening the
interpersonal relationships youth attending schools serving economically disadvantaged
communities have with their teachers.

3
Theoretical Framework
This research study draws together threads of various ideas and trends in research
on learner-centered approaches to education, school climate, and school reform (Cohen,
McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 2009; Cornelius-White, 2007; Wayne & Young, 2003) to
weave a coherent system of variables that may explain how student-teacher relationships
may influence students' subjective experiences of school life and their learning outcomes.
From a learner-centered perspective, teacher attitudes, like counselor attitudes in
psychotherapeutic relationships, have been shown to impact learning outcomes (Wayne
& Young, 2003). Teacher attitudes of importance are those that influence the quality of
student-teacher relationships or student relational experiences and relational support, and
function to create positive school climate. In this regard, learner-centered education is a
useful framework for thinking about the impact of teacher attitudes on student learning,
student-teacher relationships, and school climate in general. Furthermore, student-teacher
relationships are also identified in school climate research as a critical component of
positive school climate (Cornelius-White, 2007). For this reason, a considerable focus of
school climate research has been on promotion of positive student-teacher relational
experiences that impact overall school functioning (Cornelius-White, 2007).
Conceptually, this study incorporates two increasingly prominent themes in
education research. First, it recognizes the importance of the interpersonal aspects of
education as simultaneously working with, and against, the core mission of schools such
as delivering curricula to students (Crosnoe, Kirkpatrick Johnson, & Elder, 2004).
Secondly, this study recognizes the value of approaching social issues at the intersection
of interpersonal and institutional contexts (Crosnoe et al., 2004). Also, developed from
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the standpoints of the social-cognitive perspective on motivation and the theory of basic
psychological needs, this study asks whether and how teacher expectations affect
adultified students’ academic engagement. The essence of the social-cognitive
perspective adopted in this study, lies in its emphasis on both social-contextual and
personal factors as reciprocally interacting with each other to determine human
motivation (Klem & Connell, 2004). More specifically, the most central question is how
learners’ perceptions of their teachers’ attitudes and behaviors (social contextual factors)
influence their emotional and behavioral engagement in school (personal factors).
The importance of focusing on interpersonal aspects of education is further
grounded in theories of motivation emphasizing connections between needs for
competence, autonomy and relatedness. Motivational researchers Deci and Ryan (2000),
for example, identify relatedness as one of the three basic psychological needs that are
essential to human growth and development along with autonomy and competence. This
basic human need for relatedness involves the need to feel securely connected with others
in the environment and to experience oneself as worthy of love and respect (Osterman,
2000). In other words, the real meaning of the need for relatedness is the need to
experience belongingness or the sense of community; when students’ needs for belonging
are not met in educational settings diminished motivation, impaired development,
alienation and poor performance can be predicted (Osterman, 2000). Hence this study
considers student’s sense of school membership, and school connectedness, crucial
aspects of learning and schooling experiences that are likely to strongly influence
academic success.
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This study was also be guided by a general motivational model developed by
Connell in 1991 (Klem & Connell, 2004). This model explains linkages among
individuals’ experiences of the social contexts and personal factors. The model then links
personal factors to patterns of actions that result in the actual outcomes of performance.
Drawing on Bandura’s concept of personal agency, Connell (1990) highlights the role of
“appraisals of self in relation to ongoing activity, specifically with regard to meeting
three fundamental psychological needs: competency, autonomy, and relatedness” (p. 61).
In this study the relationship between personal factors, including feelings of
connectedness and a psychological sense of membership, and student engagement in
academic and other schooling experiences is examined.
Autonomy, according to La Guardia (2009), literally means “self-rule” and refers
to actions that are self-initiated and regulated; competence refers to the experience of
mastery and challenge and is witnessed in curiosity, exploration and the stretching of
one’s capacities; and relatedness refers to the feeling of belonging, being significant in
the eyes of others, and connecting to the person for who they are essentially. La Guardia
further argues that in sum, the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness underlie
natural inclinations towards engaging in interesting and self-valued activities, exercising
capacities and skills, and the pursuit of connectedness with others. This study
conceptualizes students’ personal factors of importance as beliefs about the self in
relation to the learner’s competencies, feelings of autonomy, and connectedness with
their school community.
Broadly speaking, social-contextual factors include social value systems,
educational experiences, home social contexts, gender role socializations, and other
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factors. Employing a contextual approach to schooling, according to Bereiter (1990),
allows research to examine the formation, maintenance, and changes of personal factors
within a specific social and instructional context and time frame. This study views school
related social-contextual factors as similar to the four domains of school climate
identified in the school climate literature. The term school climate refers to the quality
and character of school life that are based on patterns of people’s experiences of life at
school (Cohen et al., 2009). School climate is said to reflect norms, values, interpersonal
relationships, teaching and learning (Cohen et al., 2009). The present study focuses on
the interpersonal relationships component and examines how teachers’ relational attitudes
influence the quality of student-teacher relationships and the students’ learning outcomes.
In addition, a review of the school-climate literature reveals that a growing body
of empirical research links positive school climate to academic achievement, school
success, effective violence prevention, students’ healthy development, and teacher
retention. Although there is not one list of factors that shape the quality and character of
school life, virtually all researchers agree that there are four major areas that clearly
shape school climate: safety, relationships, teaching and learning, and the (external)
environment. Thus, positive student-teacher relationships play a crucial role in enhancing
positive school climate. Based on the assumption made by Cohen et al. (2009), that to the
extent that students feel safe, cared for, appropriately supported, and lovingly “pushed” to
learn, academic achievement should increase. This study seeks to examine the school
based experiences of adultified learners and of adolescents from economically
disadvantaged home contexts.
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Figure 1 illustrates how existing research and theory can be integrated to develop
hypotheses concerning the experiences of adultified learners. This study will focus on
antecedents of important personal factors for adolescent learners’ stronger learning
outcomes, particularly those who attended high-poverty high school; and examine how
experiences of learner-centered student-teacher relationships influence students’ sense of
belongingness as one example of such personal factors. The upper levels of the figure
illustrate connections to broad concepts in the literature, while the fourth level specifies
the particular aspects of learning context, personal-factors, and learning outcomes from
which evidence will be collected in the present study. Hence level 4 depicts the variables
of interest for this study.

(Adapted from Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Bidwell &
Kasarda, 1975; Kaplan, 2000)

Figure 1. The combined and reduced Input-Process-Output and self-system models.
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Statement of the Problem
Research on school reform strategies focusing on factors that affect positive
student-teacher relationships, school membership, academic engagement, and academic
achievement has proliferated over the past few decades but very little, if any, research
attention has focused on relational experiences of adultified youth as a distinct population
with unique developmental characteristics and needs. In addition, there is dearth of
research, policy, and practice focusing on factors that influence and strengthen learnercentered or positive student-teacher relationships as part of positive school climate
(Alexander, Enstwisle, & Thompson, 1987; Cohen et al., 2009).
Moreover, research studies focusing on teacher expectancy and correlates identify
race, social class, gender, personality, physical features, speech patterns, prior academic
achievement, minority group membership, low socio-economic-status (SES),
nonconforming personality, physical unattractiveness, and nonstandard speech patterns
(Proctor, 1984) as student characteristics on which teachers base their expectations about
students’ achievement. But, there has been no study so far that has addressed the quality
of student-teacher relationships experienced by adolescents attending schools serving
economically disadvantaged communities in general, and adultified youth in particular.
Also, characteristic personality assets and liabilities children accumulate from being
adultified; and how these characteristics could be understood, interpreted, and addressed
in the school context for maximum growth and development of adultified children has, so
far, not been addressed in the literature. The theoretical framework and model described
in the preceding section was used to develop a study aimed at addressing factors affecting
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teacher relational attitudes, and their knowledge and skills for working with learners
attending high-poverty schools, particularly adultified learners.
Review of Literature for Study Variables
This section offers a more detailed review of literature supporting the proposed
study. The proposed theoretical framework and the model presented in Figure 1 provide
the organization for this section. More specifically, this review has been organized into
three broad areas corresponding to level 3 of the framework. In addition, within each
broad area, specific variables to be examined in the present study, corresponding to level
4 of the framework, are discussed.
The first subsection presents the variables classified under the inputs/context
panel in Figure 1. Specific to the present study, this subsection summarizes existing
literature concerning: (a) Students’ background—particularly experiences of
adultification; (b) Teachers’ attitudinal qualities—particularly Congruence, Empathy and
Level and Unconditionality of Regard; and (c) Teacher Expectations.
The second subsection presents a discussion of the process/action variables that
are to be promoted or strengthened to improve learning outcomes. The four variables
classified under this panel constitute two groups: interpersonal-support and personalfactors variables. Interpersonal-support is conceptualized in this study as the experience
of non-differential teacher treatment and perceptions of teacher support. The two
variables of interest in this area are Differential Teacher Treatment and Perceived
Teacher Support. Personal-factors variables are School Membership or sense of
belongingness and Students’ Academic Engagement.
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The third and final subsection presents the system outputs as reflected in students’
learning outcomes. The indicators of learning outcomes that are of interest in the present
study are High School Grade Point Average (GPA); and the ACT English and Math
Subscales and ACT Composite Scores. The ACT (American College Testing )
assessment is a curriculum-based test intended to measure the skills and knowledge
students have acquired in high school that are needed to be successful in college (Noble,
Roberts, & Sawyer, 2006; Sawyer, 2010). The ACT Composite score is the arithmetic
average of the scores on the four academic subject areas of the test: English,
Mathematics, Reading, and Science. Scores are reported on a scale of 1 to 36 (Noble et
al., 2006; Sawyer, 2010). Because a significant direct relationship between students’ high
school academic achievement, as measured by GPA and State Board of Education
standardized test scores, and their academic preparation for college, as determined by
their ACT Composite score, has been established and high school GPA has been found to
be strongly and positively related to ACT Composite scores, this study regards both the
GPA and ACT as relevant learning outcome variables indicating academic success for
high school students (Noble et al., 2006; Sawyer, 2010).
Inputs: Social Context Variables
Student Background Variable—Adultification
The variable of adultification is viewed as a home social-contextual factor
forming the backdrop against which students’ experiences of interpersonal support and
personal-factor variables (intrapersonal assets and liabilities, psychological sense of
school membership, and academic engagement), will be examined in this study. In most
of the reviewed literature, the term adultification is used interchangeably with the term
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parentification. Researchers employ the term parentification in conjunction with a myriad
of other terms used to describe enmeshed parent-child dyads in which: (a) children lose
their childhood (Burton, 2007); (b) there is neglect of developmental tasks such as
identity formation (Tompkins, 2007); and/or (c) boundaries are violated and child
autonomy is undermined (Peris, Goeke-Morey, Cummings, & Emery, 2008).
Parentification has also been identified as an adjustment problem or a type of childhood
risk that is mediated by declines in parenting and parent–child relationships (Peris et al.,
2008), and constitutes the highest form of adultification (Burton, 2007). In this study
parentification is considered full-blown adultification, and the whole range of forms of
adultification, from the lowest level—precocious knowledge—all the way to
parentification are of interest. Thus, a parentified child is considered to have gone
through and surpassed all the lower levels of adultification: (a) precocious knowledge,
(b) mentored adultification, (c) peerification or spousification, and, ultimately,
(d) parentification. In summary of what most researchers argue, parentification is a form
of adultification that “constitutes neglect and is potentially traumatic to the child because
the parent relinquishes the care and guidance of children inherent in his or her role as a
parent in order to gratify his or her own personal needs” (Hooper, Marotta, & Lanthier,
2008, p. 694).
Burton (2007) posits that a parentified child is a full-time quasi-parent to his/her
siblings and parents, and argues that the most extreme forms of parentification are
observed in economically disadvantaged families in which the parents are substance
abusers. For example, children of alcoholics often take on parentified roles in relation to
their parents, concerning themselves with the parents’ well-being, attempting to guide
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them away from trouble, and quite often protecting the non-alcoholic parent from the
alcoholic parent. Parental alcoholism is not the only risk factor for parentification
identified in the literature, however. Other risk factors include exposure to marital
conflict, marital discord, and divorce (Peris et al., 2008); families that experience major
stressors or family dysfunctions such as parental illness and psychopathology (Fitzgerald
et al., 2008); and families experiencing various stressors such as single parenting, illness,
or imprisonment (Fitzgerald et al., 2008; Tompkins, 2007).
Jurkovic, Thirkield, and Morrell (2001) define parentification as the act of
assuming developmentally taxing care-giving responsibilities at home that are not
acknowledged, supervised, or reciprocated and suggest two ways in which parentification
takes form: instrumental, and expressive or emotional. Jurkovic et al. also use the term
filial responsibility to define situations in which children provide instrumental and
emotional assistance to their families. Instrumental caretaking involves tasks that
contribute to the physical maintenance of the household. Emotional caretaking is meeting
psychological needs of family members, such as being a confidante, mediating conflict,
and providing comfort (Jurkovic et al., 2001). In other words, in instrumental
parentification, the responsibilities include maintaining the physical welfare of the
family, for example, caring for siblings, cleaning the house, and earning income, whereas
expressive or emotional parentification involves ministering to the socio-emotional needs
of family members, such as serving as a confidante to a depressed parent or mediating
conflict.
Parentification has been linked to various negative outcomes and the majority of
research documents adverse consequences for children and adult survivors such as
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internalizing and externalizing behavior problems, shame and guilt, dependent behavior
in adult relationships, poor academic performance among college students, difficulty in
peer relationships, and poor social adjustment (Fitzgerald et al., 2008; Peris et al., 2007).
Consequently, in the past, the main focus of research has been on adverse outcomes of
parentification and the negative labeling parentified learners suffer as consequence of
being adultified. However, contemporary research reveals that not all children who are
parentified are fated to difficulties in adulthood (Burton, 2007; Hooper, 2007). In other
words, more recent research studies have been investigating whether parentification has
bimodal outcomes. These studies examine whether parentification might be a matter of
accumulating both assets and liabilities and yield more positive outcomes (Burton, 2007;
Hooper et al., 2008). For instance, some findings show that it is not uncommon for
parentified children and adolescents to (a) have a strong sense that they matter in their
families; (b) feel needed and appreciated by their parents; (c) be able to handle taxing
leadership positions at very young ages and take charge of situations; and (d) outwardly
display competent life skills (Burton, 2007). On the other hand, these learners tend to
simultaneously suffer from anxiety, depression, and “hyper” levels of worry as a
consequence of their extensive family roles (Burton, 2007). Furthermore, “their school
attendance and performance are severely compromised by having to fulfill demanding
family responsibilities” (Burton, 2007, p. 341).
Hooper (2007) also argues that varied outcomes are evidenced in adulthood after
one has been parentified in childhood. Hooper further puts forth the idea of posttraumatic
growth, a notion based on the premise that some people who have experienced trauma
and adversity are able to use the traumatic experience as means to increase personal
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growth and development. Thus, some studies are now focusing on the beneficial role of
parentification wherein it may lead to positive outcomes such as increased self-esteem,
greater sense of altruism, improved ability to take responsibility, increased sense of
competence, enhanced coping, ability to nurture others (Tompkins, 2007), and a strong
sense that the child matters in the family, and is needed and appreciated by parents
(Burton, 2007). The aim of the present study is to use the findings to disentangle the
correlates of adultification within the context of schooling, to identify those that are more
amenable to educator interventions, and to focus on student-teacher relationships as a
critical target for intervention efforts for adultified learners attending economically
disadvantaged high schools. These interventions are intended (a) to sensitize teachers to
the complex and often paradoxical set of liabilities and assets among adultified children
and to their socio-emotional developmental needs, and (b) to equip teachers with
strategies of optimizing their expectations of academic achievement of these learners by
focusing on their assets rather than their liabilities, as is often the case (Burton, 2007).
Among assets identified by Burton (2007), are these attributes: self -confidence,
responsible behaviors, sense of mattering in the family, life skills and problem solving
competence, heightened social awareness, empathy, and capable leadership.
Nevertheless, while parentified children can handle taxing leadership positions at very
young ages, take charge of situations, and outwardly display competent life skills, more
often than not, their school attendance and performance are severely compromised by
having to fulfill demanding family responsibilities (Burton, 2007). In addition to
compromised school attendance and performance, Burton identified other liabilities for
adultified children that include narcissism, compulsive care giving, attenuated capacity
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for intimacy in romantic relationships, hyper-vigilance, risky sexual and reproductive
behaviors, limited peer relations and engagement in child activities, and mental health
issues such as anxiety and excessive worry.
Another dimension of adolescents’ lives likely to be negatively affected by
adultification is the social arena, particularly in the area of forming in-school
intergenerational bonds. That is, the willingness and ability to form interpersonal
relationships with and students' general feelings about their teachers and other adults they
come into contact with at school are likely to be affected negatively. Intergenerational
bonding, of which student-teacher relationships are the primary source at school, is the
one key source of social integration that serves as an antidote to students' alienation
(Cronsoe et al., 2004). However, because there are numerous factors that affect studentteacher relationships, particularly in economically disadvantaged settings (Alexander et
al., 1987; Connell & Klem, 2006), adultified learners might find it particularly difficult,
given their liabilities, to be in meaningful relationships with their teachers. Moreover, the
issues of social inequality and teacher-student social class (in)congruence are likely to be
more poignant for schools serving high-poverty communities where teachers from highstatus or economically and racially privileged backgrounds are often out of their element
and lack common experience with the general low socioeconomic student population of
which adultified children are a part (Alexander et al., 1987). Most teachers, therefore, are
likely to be less familiar, and perhaps even less comfortable, with working-class
surroundings (Alexander et al., 1987; Peris et al., 2008). Thus poverty, which is likely to
be a big part of the lives of children growing up in economic disadvantaged and
dysfunctional home backgrounds, in particular adultified adolescents, is likely to be the
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basis of teacher-student status mismatch. As such, teachers may find it difficult to
identify with, or relate to, their students’ life experiences, adultified learners in particular.
As a consequence of teacher-bias, and status mismatch, teachers may have
difficulty working well with adultified learners. Adding more clarity to the correlation
between social aspects of schooling such as relatedness and quality of student-teacher
relationships and academic functioning, Murray and Greenberg (2000) point out that both
theory and research focused on understanding the importance of children’s social and
contextual experiences in schools suggest that there are important links between the way
children experience school environments and their social, emotional, and academic
adjustments. These authors also argue that it is important to develop methods for
identifying students who are not experiencing the school as a supportive context so that
they can be targeted for interventions designed to improve their social relational
experiences in schools (Murray & Greenberg, 2000). This study, arguing that adultified
children are one such group of students, investigates the kinds of relationship these
students have with their teachers given the assets and liabilities they may have developed
growing up.
In summary, because adultified learners are more likely to struggle than their nonadultified peers in forming intergenerational bonds, it is expected that they will report
significantly different relational experiences with, and significantly low relational or
interpersonal support received from their teachers when compared to their non-adultified
peers. It is also expected that the hypothesized model demonstrates a superior level of fit
with data from the adultified sub-sample when compared with the non-adultified subsample. Based on the reviewed literature, it has been established that as a function of
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their adultification experience, these adolescents (a) are more likely to be at risk of
having poor relationships with adults, in this case teachers; and (b) have more need for
positive relationships at school, because high-poverty schools are the schools where
strong ties between adults and students can make the greatest difference to overcome the
other pulls away from academic engagement (Connell, & Klem, 2006). This author
argues that adultified adolescents experience the most severe of academic distractions on
a regular basis, and endure the worst of the consequences of this loss.
Relational Qualities—Teacher Attitudinal Qualities
Teacher attitudinal qualities, the second set of social context variables in this
study, are conceptualized as a school-context variable against which students’ relational
experiences with, and their perceptions of interpersonal support from their teachers will
be examined. Attitudinal qualities of interest are Congruence, Empathy, Level of Regard,
and Unconditionality of Regard. Drawing from the literature on the learner-centered
model of teacher-student relationships and classical person-centered education (APA,
1997; McCombs, 2001), this study explores teacher qualities that predict positive studentteacher relationships. Use of the learner-centered model is consistent with the view that
positive teacher-student relationships may provide a useful framework for guiding
educational reform and school redesign efforts in order to facilitate significant
improvement in learning experiences and academic achievement (APA, 1997). Indeed,
according to Connell and Klem, (2006), “All major school reform strategies share the
hypothesis that better relationships between adults and students contribute to improved
educational outcomes for students” (pp. 54-55).
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Theoretical literature and empirical research on student- or learner-centered
education provides foundational knowledge and evidence that positive student-teacher
relationships enhance positive school climate. Positive school climate is associated with
and/or predictive of academic achievement, school success, effective violence prevention,
students’ healthy development and teacher retention (Cohen et al., 2009). Researchers
have grouped factors that shape the quality and character of school climate into four
major areas: (a) Safety; (b) Interpersonal Relationships, (c) Teaching and Learning, and
(d) External Environment (Cohen et al., 2009). This study will focus on student-teacher
relationships as one component of the interpersonal relationship factors that influence
school climate, and examine how teachers’ relational attitudes impact the quality of
relationships students form with their teachers from the perspective of learnercenteredness. If school climate is to be improved and enhanced, positive student-teacher
relationships, as one of the core conditions necessary for positive school climate (Cohen
et al., 2009), have to be understood.
For building positive student-teacher relationships, this author supports and
advances use of learner-centered education due to this approach’s emphasis on use of
research validated principles of learning that spotlight individual learners and their
learning needs (McCombs 2001). According to McCombs (2001), learner-centeredness is
a perspective that has a dual focus which informs and drives educational decision
making. This dual focus “couples a focus on individual learners—their heredity,
experiences, perspectives, backgrounds, talents, interests, capacities, and needs—with a
focus on learning the best available knowledge” (p. 186). Thus, the principles of learnercenteredness in education parallel those of person-centeredness in psychology, and focus
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on psychological factors that are primarily internal to the learner (APA, 1997). Hence this
research conceptualizes such internal factors as the learners’ personal-factors (self-system
processes) that are represented by feelings or sense of belongingness to the school
community (School Membership) and engagement in academic work (Student Academic
Engagement).
The review of literature on person-centeredness revealed that the terms studentcentered and person-centered learning are used interchangeably by a number of
researchers, and the models derived from this approach are either referred to as LearnerCentered-Model (LCM) or Student-Centered-Approach (SCA) to describe teaching styles
based on the empirically supported hypothesis that students achieve superior academic
results, and even personal growth, in terms of higher self-confidence and openness to
experience, if they learn in an atmosphere or climate that can be characterized by three
basic attitudinal conditions: realness, acceptance, and empathic understanding (McCombs
& Vakili, 2005; Zimring, 1999). In addition, the literature traces this teaching style back
to the classical person-centered or experiential learning education approach first proposed
by Carl Rogers, the founder of non-directive and client-centered therapy (CorneliusWhite, 2007). This approach addresses the learner at three levels: intellect, social skills,
and feelings or intuitions (Cornelius-White, 2007; Motschnig-Pitrik, 2005), and
emphasizes teacher empathy (understanding), unconditional positive regard (warmth),
genuineness (self-awareness), non-directivity (student- initiated and student-regulated
activities) and the encouragement of critical thinking (as opposed to traditional memory
emphasis) (Cornelius-White, 2007).
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As discussed in the preceding section of this literature review, because of the high
level of risk for student-teacher relational challenges in high-poverty schools, personcenteredness is laudable for use with adultified adolescents. The most appealing aspect of
SCA and LCM that makes these methods viable for use with adultified learners is that
both belong to the humanistic education paradigm that optimize holistic learning through
positive teacher-student relationships. As such, when operationalized, most SCA teaching
styles represent teacher-student relational variables. Secondly, Rogers, according to
Cornelius-White (2007), held that certain attitudinal qualities which exist in the personal
relationship between the facilitator and the learner yield significant learning. Other
important requirements for learner-centered facilitation of learning and, as such, positive
student-teacher relationships include: (a) an initial genuine trust in learners by the
facilitator or teacher, followed by the creation of an acceptant and empathic climate; (b) a
teacher who prizes, non-possessively cares, or expresses operationally his or her essential
confidence and trust in the capacity of the student; and (c) a teacher who expresses
acceptance (Cornelius-White, 2007). In other words, classical person-centered education
emphasizes the perception of care by the student as well as the experiences of trust and
acceptance coming from their teacher. For this reason, this researcher found it important
to incorporate the LCM/SCA models in examining teacher attitudinal qualities and in
determining to what extent these qualities influence relational experiences between
students and their teachers. For consistency, the terms learner-centered and LCM will be
used throughout the rest of this paper.
A brief overview and description of Rogers’s approach and LCM is that a set of
conditions in education—which lie at the core of LCM and parallel those he had stated in
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Psychotherapy—exists, and must be observed if significant learning is to occur . These
conditions were that (a) significant learning can occur only to the degree that the student
is working on problems that are real to him; and (b) significant learning can be facilitated
only to the degree that (i) the teacher is genuine and congruent, and (ii) the teacher can
warmly accept and provide unconditional positive regard for students, and can empathize
with the feelings of fear, anticipation, and discouragement which are involved in meeting
new materials (Cornelius-White, 2007; Zimring, 1999). However, Cornelius-White notes
in a similar vein as Rogers asserted five decades ago that empathy is a quality that is
“unheard of” in classrooms. According to Rogers, empathy is the attitude of standing in
the other’s shoes, of viewing the world through the student’s eyes (Cornelius-White,
2007). Classical person-centered education also includes facilitator flexibility in teaching
methods; transparent compromise with learners, school administrators, the public, and the
teacher’s own self; collaborative and student self-evaluation; and the provision of human
and learning resources. Also, seeking and embracing a willingness to be changed are
hallmarks of students and facilitators within the person-centered framework (CorneliusWhite, 2007).
As indicated earlier in this section, this author views learner-centered
relationships as the key ingredient for positive teacher-student relationships and defines a
learner-centered student-teacher relationship as one in which the student experiences
authentic relationships where they are trusted, given responsibility, spoken to honestly
and warmly, and treated with dignity (Cornelius-White, 2007). The study, therefore,
examines the nature of student-teacher relationships experienced by students and
investigates the extent to which these students, particularly those from economically
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disadvantaged backgrounds, receive unconditional support, empathy, genuineness and
congruence from their teachers as qualities of teachers’ relational attitudes and essential
elements of both learner-centered learning (Motschnig-Pitrik & Holzinger, 2002), and
positive school climate (Cohen et al., 2009). Secondly, this study seeks to investigate if
the teacher relational qualities of (a) congruence, (b) empathy, (c) level of regard, and
(d) unconditionality of regard, predict (a) teacher expectations for students’ achievement,
and (b) students’ sense of belongingness or membership. Moreover, this study
investigates if teacher qualities of congruence, empathy, level of regard and
unconditionality of regard are perceived equally by adultified and non-adultified learners
particularly in teachers teaching in economically disadvantaged communities.
In summary, one aspect of this study is to investigate attitudinal qualities of
teachers teaching in schools serving economically disadvantaged communities and to
examine the extent to which they are perceived to have relational or attitudinal qualities
of empathy, positive regard, and congruence by their students. This study will also
examine if differences in teachers attitudinal qualities predict differences in students’
experiences of relatedness with and relational support from their teachers. This study
hypothesizes that teachers’ attitudinal qualities of congruence, empathy, and regard
predict teacher expectations. Thus, teachers who are reported by their students as high on
the relational qualities of congruence, empathy and regard are highly likely to formulate
high expectations for their students’ academic achievement and success. Secondly, it is
hypothesized that teacher attitudinal qualities directly influence school membership.
Lastly, with regards to adultified learners, it is expected that they perceive their teachers
as less empathetic, less congruent, and less likely to treat them with unconditional regard
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when compared to their non-adultified peers. For this reason, it is hypothesized that
attitudinal qualities of (a) congruence, (b) empathy, and (c) regard significantly predict
students’ relational experiences with, and the relational support they receive from their
teachers as indicated by the variables of teacher expectations, perceived differential
treatment, perceived teacher support, school membership, and academic engagement.
Teacher Quality—Teacher Expectations
Teacher expectations, the second school context variable, and last of the input/
social-contextual variables in the model, are defined by Good (1987) as inferences that
teachers make about the future behavior of their students, based on what they know about
those students at that particular point in time. Teacher expectations have been found to be
influenced by numerous student characteristics that include race, social class, gender,
personality, physical features, speech patterns, prior academic achievement, minority
group membership, low socio-economic status (SES), nonconforming personality,
physical unattractiveness, nonstandard speech patterns and low achievement (Proctor,
1984). In this regard, Brown and Medway (2007) concur that teachers form expectations
about student performance based on income, race, and other factors and add that these
expectations play a role in influencing level of student achievement. Cooper and Tom
(1984) also emphasize that although factors that influence student performance are
multiple and complex, teacher expectations do play a role in how well and how much
students learn. In other words, high teacher expectations have been identified as one of
the salient and principal characteristics that differentiate more effective from less
effective schools. High expectations have been associated with improved learning
(Newmann et al., 1992; Proctor, 1984). When combined with challenge, high
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expectations can also enhance the sense of belongingness or school membership by
demonstrating clear goals, support, equity and caring (Newmann et al., 1992). Teachers
who feel a sense of commitment to minority and disadvantaged youth and who think well
of these students’ abilities are more successful in working with such youngsters (Cronsoe
et al., 2004).
As indicated in the previous section, this study aims to investigate the extent to
which teacher’s attitudinal qualities predict their expectations for students’ performance
and academic success. It is expected that teachers’ relational attitudes directly influence
the expectations they formulate about their students’ learning outcomes. Moreover,
because expectations teachers have for students’ achievement and success have been
found to affect student-teacher relationships (Crosnoe et al., 2004), this study will
investigate the extent to which teacher expectations predict students’ (a) perceptions of
differential teacher treatment, (b) perception of teacher support, (c) sense of school
membership or belongingness, and (d) academic engagement. Using the existing
literature, the present study hypothesizes that teacher expectations will directly influence
students’ experiences of interpersonal support (differential teacher treatment and
perceived teacher support). Thus, so far, this literature suggests that teachers who are
reported as high on teacher attitudinal qualities formulate high expectation for their
students’ learning outcomes (Cohen et al., 2009). Such teachers are also highly likely to
be perceived by their students as supportive, and less likely to be reported to treat their
students differentially.
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Processes: Teaching and School Quality
Experience of Interpersonal Support—Differential Teacher Treatment
Differential treatment, a process/action variable classified as an interpersonal
support variable in the model, refers to the regular differences in educational
opportunities, teacher-student interaction patterns, and the classroom emotional climate
that favor high- over low-achieving students (Kuklinski & Weinstein, 2000; Proctor,
1984). From literature reviewed, it is noticeable that differential teacher behavior
communicating differential teacher expectations to individual children has been identified
and studied for over four decades. From this research the following explicit model was
developed and described by Brophy and Good (1970) as (a) teachers form differential
expectations for student performance; (b) teachers then begin to treat children differently
in accordance with their differential expectations for student performance; (c) children
respond differentially in accordance with their teacher’s differential expectations; (d) in
responding to the teacher each child tends to exhibit behavior which complements and
reinforces the teacher’s particular expectations for him or her; (e) as a result, the general
academic performance of some children will be enhanced while that of others will be
depressed, with changes being in the direction of teachers’ expectations; and (f) these
effects will show up, among other things, in tests and other measures of achievement.
The view that learners have the ability to perceive and interpret teacher behavior,
including differential treatment, underpins inclusion of this variable in the study
(Weinstein, Marshall, Sharp, & Botkin, 1987). For example, because teachers treat lowexpectations students differentially by being less apt to direct instruction to these students
(Weinstein & Marshall, 1984), these students tend to receive less instruction in general,
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spend less time on instruction-related activities and receive less curricular content, thus
compromising their academic engagement and performance (Al-Fadhli & Singh, 2006;
Kuklinski & Weinstein, 2000; Proctor, 1984).
Student-teacher relationships have also been found to be influenced by students’
perceptions of differential treatment. Thus, perceptions of differential teacher treatment
undermine the classical person-centered education emphasis on the perception of care by
the student as well as the experiences of trust and acceptance coming from their teachers.
Also, because teachers tend to be (a) less apt to direct instruction to low-expectations
students; (b) less aware of, or more likely to tolerate, non-attending behavior of lowexpectations students; (c) less interested in placing demands on low-expectations students
for classroom performance, homework assignments, and overall academic effort; and
(d) less willing to provide positive verbal and nonverbal feedback and warmth to lowexpectation students (Proctor, 1984), students in the low expectations group are highly
likely to perceive differential treatment from their teachers.
The above-mentioned teacher tendencies and behaviors towards low-expectations
students appear to fit the description of behaviors that result in feelings of alienation for
students. For example, adolescents are not likely to feel connected to school if they are in
a school that does not meet their main developmental needs of steadily increasing
opportunities for autonomy, opportunities to demonstrate competence, caring and support
from adults, developmentally appropriate supervision, and acceptance by peers
(McNeely, Nonnemaker, & Blum, 2002). Alienation, which has been implicated in a
variety of educational issues such as students’ behavioral problems and academic failure
(Crosnoe et al., 2004), could be more expected for adultified learners than their non-
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adultified counterparts. Though past research has emphasized the relationship between
differential treatment and academic engagement and achievement, using a learner
centered perspective, this study hypothesizes that these influences operate through the
variable of school belongingness and that differential treatment will directly influence
belongingness. Because adultified learners are expected to be overrepresented in the lowexpectations group, they are also expected to perceive more differential treatment and in
turn experience less belongingness than non-adultified learners. Furthermore, consistent
with research findings on schooling experiences of adultified adolescents and lowexpectations groups, these learners are also expected to have a higher likelihood for
receiving (a) negative or inadequate feedback in terms of quantity, accuracy, and
specificity about schoolwork; and (b) more effort and a high degree of teacher control
over their activities, that are indicated by less praise for successful performance, more
criticism for incorrect responses and fewer positive, non-verbal communications of
warmth and positive regard (Proctor, 1984; Weinstein & Marshall, 1984).
Perceived Teacher Support
Perceived teacher support, a second variable in the interpersonal support
process/action group, refers to the students’ cognitive representation of teachers as
supportive, or the degree to which students subjectively experience teachers as either
positive and accepting or perceive them as relatively unresponsive and threatening
(Karabenick & Sharma, 1994; Reddy , Rhodes, & Mulhall, 2003). Some researchers have
referred to teacher support as “autonomy support” (Klem & Connell, 2004). Since
teachers have the potential to be a key source of social support, teacher support has been
found to be linked to a variety of positive outcomes for adolescents’ educational and
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career aspirations (Metheny, McWhirter, & O’Neil, 2008). McWhirter, Hackett, and
Bandalos (1998) noted that perceiving teacher support as low was related to higher levels
of perceived educational and career barriers for adolescent Mexican American girls and
boys, while Osterman (2000) associated perceptions of support with intrinsic motivation,
autonomy, and internal regulation as well as self-esteem and identity regulation. In fact,
Osterman further confirmed the importance of a supportive student-teacher relationship,
arguing that students’ experience of the classroom and school as an environment that is
supportive and caring and one that provides opportunities to participate actively in
classroom decision-making, planning and goal setting is significantly correlated with
self-esteem and identity integration.
Goodenow (1993) found that students’ perceptions of support from their teachers
were the most influential component of belonging and support measured as a subjective
sense of relatedness in the classroom. Moreover, Reddy et al. (2003) claim that there is
growing evidence that perceptions of support from teachers was found to (a) be
predictive of better conduct ratings and reduced risk for retention among elementary
school students, (b) be related to feelings of self-esteem and declines of depressive
symptom from seventh to eighth grades, (c) be associated with the adjustment of older
children and adolescents, and (d) affect psychological adjustment. It is also important to
note that research reveals that school variables such as teacher support directly contribute
to engagement over and above the contribution of family and peers (Osterman, 2000).
Finally, according to Wentzel (1994), perceived social support from teachers and the
degree to which teachers actually like students appear to influence students’ engagement
in academic activities. Osterman (2000) concurs with Wentzel’s assertion stating that
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teacher support has the most direct impact on student engagement because how students
feel about schoolwork and their coursework is in large measure determined by the quality
of the relationship they have with their teachers in specific classes. Klem and Connell
(2004) argue that students need to feel that teachers are involved with them and that the
adults in their schools know and care about them, to report more positive academic
attitudes and values and to be more satisfied with school.
More broadly, intergenerational bonding at school, of which teacher-student
relationships are the primary source, is associated with social integration—an antidote to
students’ alienation—which in turn promotes many positive emotional and behavioral
outcomes both on the student and institutional levels (Crosnoe et al., 2004). On the level
of the student, the most important outcome social integration promotes is a sense of
belongingness (Osterman, 2000), which is the next variable of interest in this study.
When the nature of student-teacher relationships and students’ relational experiences, in
the case of adultified learners, is described in terms of school climate research, it can be
said that the quality, and character of their school life demonstrated in the patterns of
these learners’ experiences of life at school, significantly lacks positivity (Crosnoe et al.,
2004).
In view of the fact that school climate researchers underscore the role of school
climate in promoting higher levels of academic engagement and high academic
achievement indicated by student learning, school success, healthy youth development,
effective risk prevention, and positive youth development efforts (Cohen et al., 2009;
Wayne, 2002; Wayne & Young, 2003), significantly different patterns of relational
experiences, and varied levels of academic engagement and achievement, can be
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expected for adultified learners. This study expects perceived teacher support, like
differential teacher treatment, to have direct effects on school membership. It is further
expected that adultified learners are more likely than their non-adultified peers to
perceive their teachers as less supportive. Thus, when expressed in terms of schoolclimate research, the question this study examines is whether positive school climate
indicated by (a) high expectations for student achievement, (b) diminished perception of
differential teacher treatment, and (c) high perceptions of teacher support is predicted by
strong positive student-teacher relationships as measured by teacher characteristics of
empathy, congruence and regard, particularly in high schools serving poor communities.
Students’ Personal-Factor Variables: School Membership and
Student Academic Engagement
The next two concepts to be considered, School Membership and Student
Academic Engagement, overlap but are also unique expressions of student’s connection
with school. This section defines each for the purposes of this study, discusses the
connections between them, and presents potential consequences of their absence.
School Membership. School membership is a process/action construct, and the
first personal-factor variable in the model. School Membership refers to perceived
belonging with the school community (Goodenow, 1993). Because “psychological
membership” or perceived belonging is a construct at the intersection between the
individual and social context (Goodenow, 1993), this construct has been identified as
another significant source of students’ academic engagement (Newmann et al., 1992).
School membership refers to a broad concept defined variously as relatedness, sense of
community, sense of school or classroom membership, support, and acceptance
(Osterman, 2000). Other authors refer to the construct by other terms, such as school
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engagement, school bonding, and school attachment, which have many similarities but
also some differences (Libbey, 2004). This study will use the term school membership to
refer to this variable and conceptualize school membership according to Hagborg’s
(1998) definition that school membership is the extent of personal belonging, respect, and
support students feel in school. There appears to be consensus among researchers that a
sense of membership at school taps a student’s perceptions of how much he or she feels
like a member of the student body who matters. Other scholars add that school
membership constitutes subjective feelings of being an important part of the school
community (Flanagan, Bowes, Jonsson, Csapo, & Sheblanova, 1998).
School connectedness research literature reveals that when adolescents feel cared
for by people at their school and feel like a part of their school, they report higher levels
of emotional well-being and they are less likely to use substances, engage in violence, or
initiate sexual activity at an early age (McNeely et al., 2002). Newmann et al. (1992)
argue that if “students are to invest themselves in the forms of mastery required by
schools, they must first perceive the general enterprise as legitimate, deserving their
effort, and honoring them as respected members” (Newmann et al., 1992, p. 19).
Experiences of belongingness or membership have been linked to outcomes of particular
significance in educational settings such as (a) the development of basic psychological
processes important to student success such as intrinsic motivation, internalization, and
autonomy; (b) academic attitudes and motives; (c) social and personal attitudes;
(d) engagement and participation; and (e) academic achievement (Osterman, 2000).
Furthermore, several studies have linked levels of participation or classroom involvement
to a sense of belongingness and consistent associations have also been found between
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students’ perceptions of relationships with peers and caring adults at school, and
increases in social pursuits, motivation, academic competence and achievement,
psychosocial functioning, school attendance, and academic engagement (Suárez-Orozco,
Pimentel, & Martin, 2009). That is, where students experience risk, participation levels
decline, but as students’ sense of community increases, their sense of personal risk
decreases and participation increases (Osterman, 2000). Because social relations have
been found to provide a variety of protective functions—a sense of belonging, emotional
support, tangible assistance and information, cognitive guidance, and positive feedback—
both teacher support and school membership are thought to have a direct influence on
psychological well-being of students, in addition to fostering academic engagement and
achievement as well as promoting socially competent behavior in the classroom (SuárezOrozco et al., 2009). In addition, connections with teachers, counselors, coaches, and
other supportive adults in the school are particularly important to the academic and social
adaptation of adolescents in general (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2009).
However, according to Burton (2007), adultified adolescents who, in their
families, are likely to have experienced increased power and a recalibration of hierarchies
might have less success in forming connections with teachers and other nonparent adults
at school. Recalibration, according to Burton, refers to blurring of generational
boundaries and breakdown in authority hierarchies resulting in adolescents playing
egalitarian roles with their parent. Adultified adolescents’ unique way of understanding
hierarchies and generational boundaries often leads them to less success and greater
difficulty in institutions that operate under well-defined hierarchies such as schools
(Burton, 2007). Therefore, their compromised socio-emotional development might be in
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need of refining and their emotional and social skills would have to be re-shaped for them
to be able to negotiate relationships with nonparent adults and teachers at their schools.
This relational practice is of particular importance for this study because the literature
suggests that relationships with nonparent adults such as teachers can provide
compensatory attachments, safe contexts for learning new norms and practices, and
information that is vital for success in schools (Crosnoe et al., 2004; Suárez-Orozco et al.,
2009). For this reason this study examines the strength of students’ sense of
belongingness and hypothesizes that adultified learners will be overrepresented among
learners who experience a low sense of belongingness with their school community. This
experience may be exacerbated by poverty.
Student Academic Engagement. The construct of student engagement originates
in part from Hirshi’s Social Control Theory, which places a great deal of emphasis on
individual feelings of attachment and belongingness to social institutions (Archambault,
Janosz, Fallu, & Pagani, 2009).The general consensus, in educational research is that the
concept of engagement is important but elusive in the traditional bureaucratic school
structure. It has been studied and measured in many different ways, and referred to in
several terms including belonging, school community, affiliation, school membership,
motivation, and school attachment (Klem & Connell 2004; Jimerson, Campos, & Greif,
2003). The existing lack of consensus among researchers regarding how best to
conceptualize, define, and measure engagement and school membership highlights the
high degree of conceptual and methodological interrelatedness between these constructs
and the need for clear definitions of these two terms (Appleton et al., 2008; Jimerson
et al., 2003).
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When the varied definitions of engagement are juxtaposed, they reveal
multidimensionality of the construct and themes across groups of researchers. The theme
that resonates the most with this study is that of academic engagement or students’
engagement in their academic work. Newmann et al. (1992) define this as the students’
psychological investment in, and effort directed toward learning, understanding, or
mastering the knowledge, skills, or crafts that academic work is intended to promote. For
this reason, this variable will be referred to in this study as Student Academic
Engagement, short for “student engagement in their academic work.” Furthermore,
Steinberg, Brown, and Dornbusch’s (1996), definition that academic engagement is the
degree to which students are “connected” to what is going on in their classes frames this
study’s conceptualization of academic engagement. Student Academic Engagement is the
second variable in the personal-factors subgroup of the Process/Action variables in the
model and is presented at levels 3 and 4 in Figure 1. On the other hand, as already
explained in the preceding section, school membership refers to a broad concept that
captures relatedness, sense of community, sense of school or classroom membership,
support, and acceptance (Osterman, 2000).
Among varied conceptualizations of student engagement is a four-subtype
taxonomy. According to Appleton et al. (2008), this four-subtype taxonomy provides two
perspectives that strongly resonate with the theoretical framework for this study:
(a) understanding of student levels of engagement; and (b) recognizing the goodness of
fit between the student, the learning environment, and the factors that influence the fit.
The choice to espouse the four-, rather than the two- or three-, component models of
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engagement is influenced by this researcher’s conviction in the integrative four-subtype
taxonomy of engagement, as presented by Skinner, Kindermann, and Furrer (2009).
The core of Skinner et al.’s conceptualization of academic engagement captures
the whole continuum of quality of student’s behavioral and emotional participation
ranging from energized, enthusiastic focused emotionally positive interactions on the one
end, to apathetic withdrawal from learning tasks on the other end (Skinner et al., 2009).
This continuum incorporates four indicators of engagement: behavioral engagement,
behavioral disaffection, emotional engagement, and emotional disaffection. In addition,
Melby, Conger, Fang, Wickrama, and Conger’s (2008), definition more aptly fits the
view of engagement as a four component construct and my personal views about
academic engagement that it is a a form of motivation and reflects a youth’s positive
attitude towards school, confidence in one’s own ability to do well in school, and
perceptions of and actual success in school. In the research literature, with respect to the
four-part typology, the variable of student engagement encompasses academic,
behavioral, cognitive, and emotional dimensions.
Furlong and Christenson (2008), depict and define the four dimensions of
engagement as follows: (a) academic engagement is reflected in the amount of time a
student spends doing schoolwork; (b) behavioral engagement involves observable, lessinferential indicators such as on-task behavior, and class participation; (c) cognitive
engagement refers to the extent to which a student perceives relevance of school to future
aspirations; and (d) emotional engagement refers to a sense of belonging and connection
to the school (teachers and peers), and the home (parents) (p. 366). Based on this
representation of the dimensions of engagement, in this study, the psychological aspect of
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belongingness will be measured separately from the cognitive and behavioral aspects of
engagement. The psychological aspect has been described above as school membership,
while the cognitive aspect is conceptualized as student academic engagement.
Thus, in this study, as in previous studies (see, for example, Miserandino, 1996),
student academic engagement was conceptualized as active behavior exhibited by the
students in the classroom (e.g., involvement, persistence, and through quality teacherstudent interactions) and as a positive emotion experienced during class work (e.g.,
curiosity, enjoyment, low anxiety, absence of boredom/disaffection). Also, in addition to
reports of sense of belongingness (School membership), and self-reports of perceptions of
teacher differential treatment and teacher support, academic engagement will be
considered in the present study as a reflection of learners’ overall personal investment in
their academic work. Cognitive and academic engagement, respectively, are
conceptualized as reflecting the degree to which students are interested in and curious
about what they are learning, and students’ participation and efforts in academic tasks—
doing homework, turning in assignments on time, and paying attention to class work,
classroom behaviors, and attendance (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2009).
Further literature review revealed that academic engagement has been shown to
be amenable to influence through school or classroom practices (Glanville & Wildhagen,
2006), and to contribute to academic performance along a continuum (Suárez-Orozco et
al., 2009). Thus, highly engaged students are actively involved in their education,
completing the tasks required to perform well in school, while the somewhat engaged
students may be doing “good enough” academic work but not reaching their academic
potential (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2009). As well, further along the continuum, there may
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be a significant gap between students’ intellectual potential and their academic
achievement such that in cases of more extreme academic disengagement, lack of
interest, erratic class attendance, and inadequate assignment completion can lead to
multiple course failures that often foreshadow school dropout (Suárez-Orozco et al.,
2009). In other words, the most obviously disengaged students disrupt classes, skip them,
and fail to complete assignments while typically engaged students attend classes, and
complete work, but do it with little indication of excitement, commitment, or pride in
mastery of curriculum (Newmann et al., 1992). Moreover, academic disengagement may
not be immediate, but rather may occur over time in response to the accruing difficulties
in community, school, and family circumstances, and the consequent adjustments and
compromises that are made (Newmann et al., 1992).
As pointed out in the preceding section, the research is consistent in identifying
the psychological sense of belongingness, in terms of this research study, school
membership, as an important factor in participation, school engagement, and/or the
decision to drop out (Osterman, 2000). While on the other end of the continuum,
psychological disengagement and alienation, both processes viewed by this researcher as
antithesis to academic engagement, could result from a weakened relationship between
the individual and educational institutions (Osterman, 2000). Psychological
disengagement refers to “a defensive detachment of self-esteem from one’s outcomes in a
domain such that self-esteem is not contingent upon one’s successes or failures in that
domain” (Schmader, Major, & Gramzow, 2001, p. 94). Alienation, which refers to
feelings of disconnectedness from others and from key social institutions, has been
implicated in a variety of educational issues, such as students’ behavioral problems and
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academic failure, as well as the maintenance and stability of schools (Crosnoe et al.,
2004). In fact, drop out is defined by Osterman (2000), as the “final step in the long
process of gradual disengagement and reduced participation” (p. 336). When engagement
is expressed in terms of feeling of identification with the school and participation in
school activities (School membership), recent research has shown that higher levels of
student identification with the school lead to higher levels of student participation and
less likelihood of dropping out of school (Osterman, 2000).
Studies of dropouts further highlight the relation between student’s sense of
acceptance and the decision to remain or leave school. Researchers found little support
for the notion that dropout was motivated by problems at home and determined that the
major instigating forces in dropout are rooted in academic failure and alienation from the
school. This could be especially true for adultified leaners’ decision to drop out of school,
because when parentified, the learner, as a way of meeting a specific family need is
required to do the “heavy lifting” in his or her family which sometimes means
“parenting” his own parents and younger siblings (Burton, 2007). Having to balance the
heavy-lifting with the demands of school can be excruciating and psychologically taxing
resulting in the decision to drop out of school as a way to cope. It can also be inferred
from what the research reveals that adolescents growing up in homes where parents are
addicted to drugs, are at an even higher risk of alienation at school and ultimately
dropping out because examples of most extreme cases of parentification, are in families
in which the parents are substance abusers, and in which children often take the
responsibility of concerning themselves with their parents’ well-being and safety (Burton,
2007).
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The experiences illustrated above, can also be useful in explaining adultified
learners’ views about adults in their lives and how those views influence their ability to
form intergenerational bonds at school. Since it is likely for adultified learners to have
difficulties in forming relationships with their teachers, they are at a higher risk of having
their socio-cultural context not understood by their educators and, as such, are less likely
to receive appropriate educational services and consideration from them, resulting in
feelings of alienation and consequent disengagement/disaffection. Literature on
associations between academic engagement and discipline and behavioral problems
further suggests that teacher support and caring has been correlated with various aspects
of behavioral engagement, including higher participation in learning and on-task
behavior, lower disruptive behavior, and a lower probability of dropping out of school,
among samples of ethnically diverse elementary, middle, and high school students
(Libbey, 2004). This statement suggests that there should be a direct link between
perceptions of teacher support and academic engagement, not just through sense of
school membership. However, the present study does not hypothesize such link. Instead,
as indicated above, this study views perceived teacher support, in conjunction with
perceived differential teacher treatment and sense of belongingness, as one correlate of
emotional engagement, a sub-type or component of student engagement. As such, teacher
support is only a part of the system of variables that influence student engagement and
therefore cannot be shown to have a unique direct link.
To summarize, this review has, so far, established that academic engagement is
(a) a multidimensional variable including behaviors, emotions, and psychological
orientation; (b) influenced by the satisfaction of the basic psychological need of
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relatedness or belongingness; and (c) affecting students’ interest in learning, enjoyment
of challenges, and persistence in completions of tasks (Osterman, 2000). Based on this
review of the literature, the study hypothesizes that student engagement predicts students’
learning outcomes. For adultified learners, it is hypothesized that since they are likely to
be less socially connected to their school community, more likely to experience reduced
school membership and limited feelings of belonging, they are, therefore, more likely to
experience and report less academic engagement as marked by lowered participation in
classroom and school activities than their non-adultified counterparts.
Outputs: Learning Outcomes
Academic Achievement and Student Success—GPA and ACT Scores
The output/ learning outcome variable of interest for this study is Academic
Achievement. The literature reviewed reveals that the educational policy debate in the
United States, and elsewhere, has shifted its focus from the variables identified in the
preceding sections of this study, and has often been reduced to a series of simplistic
arguments and assertions about the role of schools in producing achievement and
reducing the achievement gap (Flanagan et al., 1998; McNeely et al., 2002; U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, 2004). Yet the achievement gap remains large and
persistent despite several national reform strategies dating back decades of years (see, for
example, Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 [U.S. Department of Education,
1994], Goals 2000: Educate America Act of 2000 [U.S. Department of Education, 2000],
and No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 [U.S. Department of Education, 2002]; U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, 2004). Some of the limiting factors impacting academic
achievement include ethnicity minority and socio economic statuses with White
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economically privileged students on the upper end of the academic achievement gap, and
African American and Hispanic students on the lower end (U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, 2004). As indicated, none of these aforementioned national reform strategies
appears to prioritize student-teacher relationships for improved academic achievement.
Hence the current explores the impact of the above listed variables, more specifically,
adultification, on student- teacher relationships and, in turn, academic achievement.
Furthermore, the debate claims a positive association between school quality and
cognitive skills—measured by achievement test scores—and highlights a significant role
teachers play in providing equal opportunities to students to obtain cognitive skills,
academic content knowledge, and indeed to develop their full potential as human beings
and as learners (McNeely et al., 2002). In spite of this emphasis on promoting academic
achievement, it was difficult to find a precise and consistent operational definition of the
term in the literature. Although this term has been used for decades in educational
research, it appears that the task of defining it has been overlooked by many researchers
and they have, on most occasions, collapsed this term with academic performance, using
these terms interchangeably. Measures of achievement, such as the Michigan Educational
Assessment Program (MEAP) and others, are attempts to obtain and provide consistent
information about the extent to which students are learning basic skills and how much
they are learning compared to what the State Board of Education wants them to know and
do (Coleman, 1983). In other words, academic achievement can be viewed as the extent
to which students are learning specific basic skills such as reading and mathematics.
However, Allen (2005) refers to academic achievement as when students achieve
knowledge of the academic content, and argues that in order for teachers to know if
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students are achieving this academic knowledge, they generally are required to not only
assess students’ knowledge in some way, but eventually summarize that assessment into
a letter or numerical grade.
The strongest empirically validated determinant of academic achievement is
academic engagement (Skinner, Wellborn, & Connell, 1990). Several decades of
educational research have shown that students’ enthusiastic effortful participation in
learning activities in the classroom significantly predicts their achievement (Fredricks,
Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004). Skinner et al. (1990), found a strong positive link between
students’ teacher-rated academic engagement and their achievement scores. Indicators of
achievement can either be subject specific (e.g., mathematics or reading grade) or global
(Grade Point Average—GPA). In their meta-analysis of parental-involvement and
students’ academic achievement, Fan and Chen (2001), found that there were three types
of measures for academic achievement. Indicator variables identified by these authors
were (a) overall grades such as the GPA, mathematics, reading, science, and social
studies grades; (b) test scores in mathematics, reading, science, social studies, and music;
and (c) grade promotion versus retention (Fan & Chen, 2001). In this study academic
achievement will be measured in several ways. More specifically, achievement data will
include a global indicator of academic achievement (e.g., school GPA), and standardized
test academic subject-specific indicators, that is, ACT scores for English and Math, as
well the Composite score. ACT assessments were specifically chosen because of the
empirically validated strong direct relationship between academic achievement and ACT
Composite score (Noble et al., 2006). To ensure robust measurement of Academic
Engagement, and to enhance power of the results, this study will use ACT Composite
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scores,in conjunction with cumulative high school GPAs as indicators of student
academic achievement and success Finally, since doing well on the ACT Assessment
increases chances of enrolling in and succeeding in college (Noble et al., 2006), this
study considers the current sample “more successful,” as compared to bona fide high
school students, as they are already enrolled in college.
Conclusion
This section provides an integrated discussion of how all the variables fit together
to portray the focus for the study. In the previous subsections, only the explicit direct
relationship between the variables were presented and summarized. The conclusion,
however, extends the discussion of relationships to include indirect relationships among
the variables. Taken all together, this literature review suggests that school contexts in
terms of teachers’ relational attitudes and teachers’ expectations can have a powerful
impact on the relationships that develops between learners and their teachers. These
relationships can have an immediate influence on students’ motivation and behavior and
also can have effects lasting well after children have left the school environment in terms
achieving learning outcomes and educational attainment.
Supportive learner-centered relationships with teachers, and feeling safe and
connected to the school community, can provide learners, in particular adultified learners
attending high-poverty schools, with the psychological and social support needed to
flourish emotionally and cognitively. In contrast, when children feel alienated or
“detached” from schools, they are at risk of disengaging academically, and not achieving
desired learning outcomes. In other words, it is expected that adultified learners are
among learners who feel alienated (vs. feeling connected as members of the school
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community or experiencing sense belongingness) from their schools and to whom almost
any activity that falls under school sponsorship is suspect. Based on understanding and
integration of existing literature, it is hypothesized that:
1. Academic engagement is indirectly influenced by teacher expectations,
differential teacher treatment, and perceived teacher support through school
membership.
2. Both teacher support and school membership are stronger predictors of
academic engagement followed by teacher expectations and differential
teacher treatment.
3. And when compared with teacher support, school membership is the stronger
predictor of academic achievement.
4. Teacher attitudinal qualities play a central role in influencing teacher
expectancy and in enhancing school membership among adolescents attending
high schools serving economically disadvantaged high schools, in particular,
adultified learners.
In light of the above, it is expected in this study that relational attitudes or
attitudinal qualities are positively associated with teacher expectations and indirectly
influence academic engagement through teacher expectations and school membership.
Secondly, it is expected that Adultified children’s “assets” are not appreciated and
enhanced by their teachers and school communities and, given their “liabilities,” it is
hypothesized that they are more likely to be recipients of low teacher-expectations and
unfavorable (differential) treatment from their teachers marked by reduced teacher
support and negative teacher interactions such as inequitable or fewer chances to learn
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but greater teacher concern and vigilance, more negative feedback and direction, and
more work- and rule-oriented treatment (Babad, 1990; Proctor, 1984).Thirdly, it is
expected that the two variables of differential teacher treatment and perceived teacher
support have both direct effects on school membership and indirect effects on academic
engagement. Since literature extensively suggests that teachers prefer students who are
academically competent, responsible, and conform to school rules over students who are
disruptive and aggressive (Kedar-Voivodas, 1983), this preference is likely to lead
teachers to provide different opportunities to behaviorally engaged and disengaged
students.
This situation might be more intense for adultified learners as a consequence of
these learners’ assets and liabilities; and, as a result, they are expected to be
overrepresented among alienated and disengaged learners who report receiving
differential teacher treatment and diminished teacher support. Thus, significant
differences are expected for school membership and academic engagement for adultified
learners. In other words, the magnitude of differential teacher expectations about these
children’s capability to learn and the differential treatment they receive from their
teachers due to the liabilities they bring with them to the classroom is expected to be a
function of the adultification experience. Consequently, due to the experience of curtailed
support from their teachers, adultified adolescents are expected to withdraw further from
the more social aspects of schooling that include socio-emotional adjustment marked by
intergenerational bonding (Cronsoe et al., 2004), and to have less positive views about
their experience of teacher-student relationships. It is expected that, on average, the
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majority of learners attending economically disadvantaged high schools, will report
perceptions of low congruence, empathy and regard from their teachers.
Lastly, the degree to which the relationship between these two variables
(differential teacher treatment and perceived teacher support) and academic achievement
is mediated by the variables of school membership and academic engagement, for
adultified learners, is of particular interest to this study because existing research findings
suggest that teachers do form expectations about children’s capability to learn on the
basis of certain group and individual characteristics (Kunklinski & Wenstein, 2000), for
example, adultification. In this regard, the research questions asked are:
1. To what extent do students from economically disadvantaged home contexts
experience learner-centered student-teacher relationships characterized by
congruence, empathy, and regard?
2. Do teachers’ attitudinal qualities of empathy, congruence, and regard predict
(a) teacher expectations for student success and achievement; (b) students’
experiences of interpersonal-support—perceptions of differential teacher
treatment and perceived teacher support; (c) students’ personal-factors
variables—(school membership and academic engagement); and (d) students’
learning outcomes and academic achievement?
It is expected that learners, in general, and adultified learners, in particular,
attending schools serving economically disadvantaged communities experience
significantly low unconditional support from their teachers and perceive their teachers to
be low on congruence, empathy, and regard when compared to their non-adultified peers.
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Also using the existing literature on school reform, motivational research, and
learner-centered education, this study expects two significant paths by which teacher
attitudinal qualities influence school membership, that is, directly and indirectly through
teacher expectations. In turn, school membership is expected to indirectly influence
academic achievement through academic engagement. A path analysis model
representing the hypothesized paths by which inputs/context variables influence learning
outcomes and the relationships among the variables discussed in this section is proposed.
The hypothesized model depicts how the two input/contextual variables, represented at
level 3 and 4 of Figure 1 as teacher attitudinal qualities and teacher expectation, predict
the process/action variables. The processes/action variables are represented in two panels
in the model below and denote the critical areas targeted for enhancement if both school
climate and learning outcomes are to be improved. The first panel comprises
interpersonal support variables (differential teacher treatment and perceived teacher
support), while the second panel comprises personal-factors variables (school
membership and academic engagement).
Thus, based on the proposed model, the study examines how the inputs/context
variables within the school system such as the school-contextual factors of teacher
relational attitudes and expectations affect the learning outcome variables and
hypothesizes that teachers’ expectations will directly and indirectly influence
belongingness through perceived teacher differential treatment and perceived teacher
support. Though past research has emphasized the relationship between differential
treatment and student engagement and achievement, using a learner centered perspective,
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this study hypothesizes that these influences operate through the variable of school
membership.
With regards to adultified learners, because these learners are expected to be
overrepresented in the low-expectations group, they are also expected to perceive more
differential treatment and in turn experience less school membership than non-adultified
learners. Furthermore, based on understanding and integration of the literature, the
proposed path model diagram, illustrates two hypotheses. The first hypothesis is that the
two input context variables (teacher attitudes and teacher expectations) have significant
direct and indirect effects on the personal-factors variables (school membership and
academic engagement). Indirect effects are expected through the two interpersonal
support variables of differential teacher treatment and perceived teacher support. The
second hypothesis is that the two groups of process/action variables (interpersonal
support and personal-factors) are directly linked to academic achievement and success.
For adultified learners, it is hypothesized that (a) teacher expectations indirectly
influence academic engagement through differential teacher treatment, perceived teacher
support and school membership; (b) both teacher support and belongingness are stronger
predictors of academic engagement followed by teacher expectations and differential
teacher treatment; and (c) when compared with teacher support, school membership is the
stronger predictor of academic achievement. Thus, this study argues that if learning
outcomes are to be improved interpersonal-support and personal-factors (process/action)
variables are to be strengthened. And to effectively strengthen the four processes/actions
variables, the effects of inputs/context have to be investigated and their effects
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understood for learners with various types of familial backgrounds, that is, adultified and
non-adultified. Hence a Path Analysis model is hypothesized.
Using a path analysis, the study will examine how identified inputs and processes
affect the outcome factors of academic achievement as indicated by GPA, and
standardized test scores (ACT English, ACT Math, and ACT Composite scores). The aim
of the study is to test the structural equation model of the factors in the proposed path
analysis, for adultified adolescents attending schools serving economically disadvantaged
populations. Implications of this study may include using the data to create an
intervention to help teachers attend effectively to these learners’ basic socio-emotional
psychological needs for relatedness and inter-generational bonding so as to increase their
experiences of school membership and academic engagement thereby socially integrating
these learners and counterbalancing their relational problems.
This study, based on the findings and the significance of the Path Analysis of
factors identified and examined using the model illustrated by the diagram above, may
inform a program of intervention that might be created to impact the input variables and
thus the whole system of variables in the model. This intervention is intended to modify
the context of schooling for adultified learners by improving the teacher and teaching
qualities that pertain to the relational needs and relational experiences of these learners so
as to enhance their sense of school membership, academic engagement, and subsequent
achievement. Models linking all or a combination of any two of the following
(a) individual’s experiences of social-contextual factors (e.g., teacher expectations and
support); (b) Personal-Factors (e.g., self-concept, feelings and experience of belonging);
and (c) actual patterns of actions and outcomes of performance, using a path analytic
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approach have been tested with various populations including gifted learners (Dai et al.,
1998), middle childhood (Murray & Greenberg, 2000), middle school children (Klem &
Connell, 2004), adolescents (Gonida, Voulala, & Kiosseoglou, 2009), and immigrant
youth (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2009). In addition, all the variables in this research study
have been examined in relation to some other variables in the model, but no study, so far,
has examined the complete group using the conceptual framework presented above even
though the personal-factors/ self-systems process model has been used in past research by
Klem and Connell (2004).
Another unique contribution of this study will be to test how the path analytic
approach supports the linkages of teachers’ attitudinal qualities, teacher expectations, and
academic achievement with the population of adultified adolescents. Applying a path
analysis to the model below, this study is expected to confirm that (a) Teachers with high
levels of Empathy, Regard (Level of Regard and Unconditionality of Regard) and
Congruence formulate high expectation for their student’s achievement regardless of the
students’ adultification status, and (b) High teacher expectations, specific instances of
differential teacher treatment, and high teacher support predict positive feelings of
belongingness which in turn predict strong student engagement and academic
achievement with adultified adolescents. Path analysis results will further be used to
identify specific impact of individual variables in the model, and estimating how much
these relational experiences and support variables matter to these students’ future
academic engagement and success in school. The specific hypothesis is that the model
below represents the relationships among the variables that influence academic
achievement.
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In summary, this study examines how the phenomenon of adultification as a
family process and student home-background context variable affects academic
achievement of adolescents growing up in, and attending schools serving, economically
disadvantaged communities. The association between adultification and socio-economic
disadvantage is research-validated, and the effects of both these family processes on
various aspects of growth and development of affected youth are documented, with
academic achievement highlighted as one major area detrimentally influenced by both
family processes. Hence, the purpose of the current study is to explicate the path by
which adultification influences academic achievement outcomes. Convinced that
adultification is an interpersonal experience found to be strongly negatively associated
with in-school intergenerational bonding, and teacher-student relationships in particular, I
argue that adultified learners are likely to report negative relational experiences with their
teachers. In support of the assertion that “positive teacher-student relationships are
associated with optimal, holistic learning” (Cornelius-White, 2007), I argue that
adultified learners’ learning experiences are significantly different from their nonadultified counterparts in this regard and call for evidence-based interventions to support
teachers in improving the quality of their relationship with these learners.
In this regard, first I identified qualitative teacher relational attitudes as the basis
for positive teacher-student relationships. Secondly, I presented an argument for a link
between teacher relational attitudes and expectations of teachers, stating that teachers
who are perceived to have high levels of empathy, congruency, regard and
unconditionality of regard by their students, are also highly likely to (a) form high
expectations for their students, (b) be perceived as supportive, and (c) treat all students
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fairly and thus be less likely to be perceived as “differential in their treatment of their
students.” As a result, when students perceive their teachers to have high expectations of
them, to be supportive, and to be less likely to be differential in how they treat them,
students are likely to develop a sense of school membership to the school community,
and to feel psychologically connected to the schooling process. Basing my argument on
existing empirical findings, I then argue that when students feel connected to their school
community, their academic engagement is strengthened. I finalize the literature review
with a discussion of the strong research-validated positive association between academic
engagement and academic achievement.
Thus, asserting that perception of positive teacher attitudes lead to perceptions of
teacher support and less teacher differential treatment, I predict a stronger psychological
sense of school membership and, in turn, predict stronger academic engagement and
higher academic achievement outcomes. I then propose Path Analysis to test this model
and to ascertain the extent of the impact of adultification on achievement outcomes. In
all, arguing that since adultification is a relational phenomenon, it is highly likely to
negatively affect relational experiences of adultified youth with their teachers I present a
model that explains the path by which relational experiences, in turn, affect academic
achievement outcomes and propose Path Analysis to test the strength of the model in
explaining the expected relationships among the variables.

CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This chapter will be divided into five subsections. First, the purpose and
significance of the study, and research questions will be briefly reviewed. Second,
characteristics of the participants will be described. Third, the measures and their
psychometric properties will be presented. Fourth, will be presentation of procedures
describing how data were collected. Finally, the structural equation model and the latent
variables will be discussed to demonstrate how data will be analyzed.
Purpose and Significance of the Study
The purpose of this study was threefold. First, it was to study relationships
adolescents formed with their high school teachers. Secondly, to examine effects of these
relationships on school engagement, and academic achievement. Lastly, to focus
particularly on effects for youth from high schools serving economically disadvantaged
communities. These relationships were examined utilizing quantitative research methods
in the form of surveys.
The variables in the study were grouped into four categories as illustrated in
Figure 2 below.
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Note:
BLRI =Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory;
RAPS = Research Assessment Package for schools
Figure 2. The original proposed model for a Path Diagram for hypothesized relationships.

The model illustrates the hypothesized relationships among study variables,
including both direct and indirect effects on learning outcomes. The diagram also depicts
measurement models for (a) teacher attitudinal qualities (X); (b) students’ relational
experiences (Y1); (3) students’ personal-factors variables (Y2), and (d) students’ learning
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outcomes (Y3). Thus, X comprises the four attitudinal qualities of Congruence (XC),
Empathy (XE), Regard (XR), and Unconditionality of Regards (XU). Y1 comprises
Teacher Expectations, Differential Teacher Treatment, and Perceived Teacher Support.
Y2 comprises School Membership and Student Academic Engagement. Y3 comprises the
learning outcome variable of Academic Achievement
The broad research question concerns the nature and strength of the relational
experiences and relational support adultified learners have with, and receive from, their
teachers and how these variables influence their experiences of belongingness, academic
engagement, and achievement. The specific questions include examining the explanatory
usefulness of the proposed model of factors that influence academic achievement. More
specifically, the model was developed based on literature review, and used to test
proposed relationships among the variables for both adultified and non-adultified
adolescents. It was expected that the model would explain more of the overall variance in
academic achievement for adultified learners, and the relationships between variables
would also be stronger for these students. The three specific research questions and
hypotheses are:
Research Question 1
The broad focus of question 1 was to investigate the effects of teacher-student
relationships on academic engagement and academic achievement.
Research Question 1(a). Do differences in teacher attitudinal qualities (BRLI
scales) predict differences in (a) Students’ relational experiences (Y1), (b) Students’
personal-factors variables (Y2), and (c) Students’ learning outcomes (Y3)? This question
was designed to be answered through application of Structural Equation Modeling (Path
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Analysis) to measure hypothesized links between the variables. Dues to difficulties with
the present sample the planned SEM was followed-up with hierarchical regressions to
determine the influence of teacher attitudinal qualities, students’ relational experiences,
and students’ personal factors on academic achievement outcomes. The purpose of the
hierarchical regressions was to explore the contributions of these variables beyond that of
academic engagement.
Research Question 1(b). Are the paths for academic achievement significantly
different for adultified and non-adultified learners? This can be examined through
comparison of structural equation models for adultified and non-adultified learners.
Hypothesis 1(a). BRLI scales of Empathy, Congruence, and Regard significantly
predict: (a) Students’ relational experiences (perceived teacher support); (b) Students’
personal factors (School Membership and Academic Engagement); and (c) Students’
learning outcomes (Academic Achievement).
Hypothesis 1(b). Significantly stronger effects, indicated by larger path
coefficients for non-adultified learners, will be observed.
Research Question 2
Question 2 examines the effects of the relationship focused variables in the
predictor set on personal-factors variables (Academic Engagement and School
Membership) and explores the impact of parentification on the criterion.
Research Question 2(a). What is the relationship between teacher attitudes
(BLRI scales); Teacher Support and Students’ personal factors (School Membership and
Student Academic Engagement)? Canonical correlation analyses were utilized to
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understand variables of central importance for engagement of adultified and non
adultified learners.
Research Question 2(b). Are there any differences in the effect size of Teacher
Support and School Membership on Student Academic Engagement? This question was
examined with bivariate correlations.
Research Question 2(c). Are the effects of teacher attitudes (BLRI scales); and
Teacher support on Students’ Personal-Factors variables (School Membership and
Student Academic Engagement) significantly different for parentified and non-adultified
learners?
Hypothesis 2(a). Teacher attitudes and teacher support have significant effects on
the personal-factors variables (School Membership and Student Academic Engagement).
Hypothesis 2(b). When compared with Teacher Support, School Membership is
the stronger predictor of Student Academic Engagement. Simple bivariate correlation
analyses were examined to determine and compare the strength of linear relationships
between Perceived Teacher Support and School Membership with Student Academic
Engagement.
Hypothesis 2(c). Parentification will have a significant negative contribution on
Students’ perceptions of Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, on their perception of Teacher
Support; and on their personal-factors (School Membership and Student Academic
Engagement).
Research Question 3
The broad focus of research question 3 is to examine group differences for
parentified and non-adultified learners. This research question asked whether relational
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experiences and relational support are different for parentified and non-adultified
learners. Two-group MANOVAs and follow-up ANOVAs were utilized to examine
group differences in perceived teacher attitudinal qualities and relational support for
parentified versus non-adultified learners.
Hypothesis 3. A difference between the means of perceived teacher attitudes
(BLRI scales) and perceived teacher support is hypothesized for parentified and nonadultified learners; with the means for parentified learners, significantly lower than the
non adultified group.
Participants
The overall sample for the current study comprised first-year college students and
their former high school English and Math teachers. First, the student sample will be
described, followed by the teacher sample.
Student-Sample
Student participants were 214 first-year college students enrolled in two public
universities in the Midwest portion of the USA. One hundred forty-nine were female
(69.6 %), and 60 were male (28.0%). Four participants did not indicate their gender
(2.3%). For those who indicated gender, this observed gender balance of approximately
70% female and 28% male appears consistent with the persistent trend of declining
enrollment of males in higher education (Cho, Hudley, Lee, Barry, & Kelly, 2008). A
total of approximately 1,300 students were invited to participate. There were a total of
225 participants, representing an approximate participation rate of 17%. However, 11
respondents were eliminated from the sample due to not meeting one or several of the
following criteria for participation: 18 years or older, graduated high school in 2012, and
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provide consent for high school standardized tests of achievement scores to be reported to
researchers. Thus, findings reported are based on an overall sample of 214.
The mean age for the student-sample was 18.0 (SD = .60). European
American/White students made up the majority of the sample 60.3% (n = 129), and
African-Americans represented 23.8% (n = 51). The remaining student-participants were
Asian (n = 17, 7.9%), and Hispanic (n = 9, 4.2%). One respondent identified as Native
American, and 3.3% identified themselves as multi-ethnic (n = 7). When asked if they
were employed while in high school, 36% (n = 77) of student-participants denied
employment, 59.3% (n = 127) reported being employed part-time, and 4.7% (n = 10)
indicated full-time employment.
To ensure the sample was fully representative of high poverty high schools, the
most recent graduates from public schools categorized as having 50% or more free and
reduced lunch program participation were specifically targeted through participating
universities’ college TRIO programs. In addition, consistent with TRIO programs’ focus
on First Generations College Students (FGCS) status, based on a significantly strong
positive association between this status and economic disadvantage (Cho et al., 2008),
FGCS (not necessarily just those enrolled in TRIO programs) were also specifically
targeted for recruitment. Hence, in the resultant sample 48.1% of the participants
indicated that neither one of their parents completed a college degree (n = 103), 22.9%
indicated that only one parent was a college graduate (N = 49), and 29% endorsed
“college graduate” for both parents (n = 62). Adultified participants formed 32.7% of the
sample (n = 70) with Parentified participants forming the largest portion of this group
(n = 50; 23.4%) followed by Precocious (n = 15; 7%), Mentored (n = 3; 1.4%), and
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Spousified/Peerified (n = 2; 0.9%). The non-adultified group was 67.3 % of the sample
(n = 144).
Report of Self-Beliefs. Student-participants were asked to respond to five items
broadly focused on beliefs about self. Response choices for these items ranged from 1
“very false” to 5 “very true.” The student sample yielded means of 4.41 (SD =.59) for “I
know how to do well in school”; 4.55 (SD = .60) for “I can do it”; 4.83 (SD = .41) for “It
is important to well in school”; 4.34 (SD = .67) for “I feel good about relationships,” and
4.09 (SD = .73) for “I wish for closeness.” The overall mean score of 4.44 (SD = .40)
indicated generally positive beliefs about self with regard to doing well in school as well
as generally positive attitudes towards relational bonds for this sample. Table 1 below
presents students’ socio-demographic variables.
Teacher Sample
Teacher-participants were 157 high school English (n = 74) and Math (n = 83)
teachers nominated by participating students to provide information about the student’s
performance in the teacher’s class during senior or junior year of high school. Senior year
data were considered preferable and more reliable to junior year data due to accuracy
problems associated with use of accounts and reports based on retrospective memory.
Thus, it was only when absolutely necessary, as when participants did not take the subject
in question at Grade 12, that Grade 11 teachers provided data. For the final sample of 214
student-participants, a total of 384 teachers were invited to participate. The resultant
sample of 157 teachers represents a 40.8% response rate. However, 6.3% of the teacher
respondents (n = 10), returned surveys with a substantial amount of the student data
missing, mostly returning just the demographic survey without completing measures of
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Table 1
Student’s Demographic Variables
Student Sample
N

Variables

%

Gender
Female
Male
Missing

149
60
5

69.6
28.1
2.3

White (Not Hispanic)
Black (Not Hispanic)
Hispanic
Asian
Native American
Other/Multi-ethnic

129
51
9
17
1
7

60.3
23.8
4.2
7.9
0.5
3.3

Both parents graduated college
Half-status (One parent graduated college)
Full-status (No parent graduated college)

62
49
103

2
22.9
48.1

Full-time
Part-time
Not employed

10
127
77

4.7
59.3
36

No response
One teacher
Both teachers

72
108
34

33.6
50.5
15.9

Non-Adultified
Adultified-Precocious
Adultified-Mentored
Adultified-Peerified/Spousified
Adultified- Parentified

144
15
3
2
50

67.3
1
1.4
.9
23.4

Ethnicity

FGCS
(First Generation College
Status)

Employment Status

Teacher responses/ student

Adultification

student engagement or achievement. Of the 227 teachers who did not participate, 18
declined actively by returning all research materials blank, per instructions by
researchers, while 193 invitations and research packages were not returned even after
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multiple reminders were sent out. Five invitations were returned to sender undelivered.
Table 2, below, shows English and Math teachers’ demographics.

Table 2
Teachers’ Demographic Variables

Variables
Gender

Ethnicity

Female
Male
Missing
White (not Hispanic)
Black (not Hispanic)
Hispanic
Asian
Native American
Other/multi-ethnic

Teacher Sample
English
(n = 74)
N
%
53
71.6
20
27
1
1.4

Math
(n = 83)
N
%
44
53
39
47
0
0

Total Sample
N
97
59
1

%
61.8
37.6
.6

144
9
0
1
1
1

66
5
0
0
1
1

89.2
6.8
0
0
1.4
1.4

78
4
0
1
0
0

94
4.8
0
1.2
0
0

Missing

1

1.4

0

0

1

91.7
5.7
0
.6
.6
.6
.6

Age

20 – 29
30 – 39
40 – 49
50+
Missing

2
22
27
22
1

2.7
30.1
37
30.1
1.4

12
20
22
29
0

14.5
24.1
26.5
34.9
0

14
42
49
51
1

8.9
26.8
31.2
32.5
.6

Education

Bachelor’s
Master’s
5-year certificate
Doctorate
Missing

8
63
1
1
1

10
85.1
1.4
1.4
1.4

9
69
3
1
0

10.8
83.1
3.6
1.2
0

17
132
4
2
1

10.8
84.1
2.5
1.3
.6

English Teachers. Of the 74 English teacher respondents, 71.6% were female
(n = 53) and 27% were male (n = 20); one respondent did not include any demographic
data. The majority of English teacher respondents were White (89.2%; n = 66%); 6.8%
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were Black (n = 5), and less than 2% were those who identified as Asian, Native
American, and/or Multi-ethnic. The youngest teacher age group, aged 20–29, formed
2.7% of the sample (n = 2), 30.1% (n = 22) were between 30 and 39 years old, and 37%
were between 40 and 49 (n = 27). Only 30.1% were 50 years old and above 50 (n = 22).
There was only one respondent with a doctorate; 85.1% (n = 63) had a master’s degree,
and the remaining 11.4% (n = 9) indicated bachelor’s and/or 5-year certificate as their
educational qualification. The mean years of teaching experience was 17.41 years (SD =
8.72).
Math Teachers. The Math teacher sample was 53% female (n = 44) and 47%
(n = 39) male. The majority of the sample was White (94%; n = 78), and the remaining
were almost exclusively Black (6%; n = 5) with one respondent who identified as Asian.
For the Math teacher sample the youngest age group, aged 20–29 formed 12% (n = 12)
of participants. In the remaining age groups, 24.1% were between ages 30–39 (n = 20),
26.5% were between ages 40–49 (n = 22), and 34.9 % of the respondents (n = 29) were
aged 50 years and above. As with the English teacher sample, only one respondent in the
Math group indicated doctorate as their qualification, while 83.1 % indicated a master’s
degree (n = 69), and only 14.4% of the respondents indicated either a bachelor’s degree
or five-year certificate as their qualification (n = 12).
Student-Teacher Pair Sample. Student and Teacher samples were combined by
matching teachers’ and students’ responses using corresponding identity code numbers.
The resulting Student-Teacher sample of 177 pairs/dyads represented a total of 164 high
schools from 13 states. However, nearly 90% of the high schools represented in the
sample were from the home state of the two universities from which the students were
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recruited. One hundred and forty-seven of the high schools were public, and 17 were
private. Using Ingesoll’s analysis of the number of students on free-and-reduced lunch
rates to assess SES, 23.8% of high schools were low-poverty, with less than 15% of the
total student population on free-and-reduced lunch rates; 48% were medium-poverty high
schools, with between 15% and 50% of students on free-and-reduced lunch; and 27.1%
were high-poverty high schools, with over 50% of students on free-and-reduced lunch.
Poverty levels for the remaining 1% could not be determined due to missing lunch rates
data. Thus, in the current sample 23.9% of the student-teacher pairs were from low
poverty schools (n = 51); 48.6% were from medium poverty high schools (N = 104); and
27.1 % were from high poverty schools (n = 58). In the current sample, high schools with
normal and above average graduation represented 89% (SD =15%) and those with below
average graduation rate were 6% (SD = 14.5%). Average graduation rate was determined
using the nationally estimated Public High School 4-Year On-Time Graduation rate, for
school years 2011-2012, of 80% as a cutoff point (Stetser & Stillwell, 2014). Thus only
6% of the schools in the current sample had obtained less than 80% graduation rate in the
2011-2012 school year.
Measures
This section presents all measures used in the current study. First, the measures
used to collect data from student-participant will be presented. Then teacher-measures
will be presented next. For each measure, a description of how it works, then its
psychometric properties and its internal consistency in the current sample will be
provided.
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Student Measures
Students filled out questionnaires assessing school based relationships and
academic variables in addition to the students’ demographic survey (see Appendix A).
The students’ questionnaires were (a) The Parentification Questionnaire – Youth Scale
(Godsall & Jurkovic, 1995; Jurkovic, 1998); (b) The Filial Responsibility Scale – Youth
(Jurkovic, Kuperminc, & Casey, 2000); (c) The Barrett-Lennard Relationship
Inventory—Form OS-40-TP (Barrett-Lennard, 1997); (d) Perceptions of Differential
Teacher Treatment Inventory: TTI Version 3 – Short Form (Kuklinski & Weinstein,
2000; Weinstein et al., 1987; Weinstein & Middlestadt, 1979); (e) The Teacher Support
Scale (McWhirter, 1996); (f) The Rochester Assessment Package for Schools—Student,
RAPS-S: Experiences of Support from Teachers portion and Ongoing Engagement
portion (Wellborn & Connell, 1987); (g) The Student Engagement and Disaffection in
School—Student Report: SEDS-S (Skinner et al., 2009; Wellborne & Connell, 1987); (h)
The Psychological Sense of School Membership Scale (Goodenow, 1993); (i) The School
Connectedness Scale (Furlong, O’Brennan, & You, 2011); and (j) the Self Report of
Teacher-Bonding—included in the demographic survey (Cronsoe et al., 2004).
Parentification Questionnaire – Youth (PQ-Y). The purpose of the PQ-Y is to
measure childhood parentification. This self-report instrument measures both the
instrumental and emotional dimensions of parentification. Of the 20 statements, 10
questions are associated with each construct. Items associated with instrumental
parentification include, for example, “I did a lot of shopping,” “I helped my brothers or
sisters a lot with their homework,” and “I was frequently responsible for the physical care
of some member of my family.” Items associated with emotional parentification include
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“My parents often tried to get me to take their side in conflicts” and “I often felt more
like an adult than a child in my family.” Participants rate how true the statements are on a
5-point Likert scale, where 1 is “strongly disagree” and 5 is “strongly agree.” Subscale
scores can fall in the range of 10–50, with higher scores indicative of greater
parentification. In previous studies, the PQ-Y has a reported Spearman-Brown split half
reliability of .85 (Hooper et al., 2008). As measured by Cronbach’s alpha, the obtained
reliability on the first subscale, emotional parentification, was .75 for a sample of a study
conducted by Hooper and his colleagues (2008). For the subscale, instrumental
parentification, the Cronbach’s alpha for the same sample was .80 (Hooper et al., 2008).
Research has also documented convergent validity for the PQ-Y, indicating that scores on
the instrument are related to variables such as choice of a caretaking profession, features
of depression, and ambivalence about dependency needs (Hooper et al., 2008). In the
current study the PQ-Y yielded moderate internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha of
.69.
The Filial Responsibility Scale – Youth (FRS-Y). The FRS-Y measures the
degree to which young people provide emotional and instrumental care giving in their
families and the degree of their perceptions of equity and mutuality in the distribution of
filial responsibilities. The FRS-Y was designed for use with preadolescents and
adolescents. To avoid the ethnocentric and pathologizing connotations of the term
parentification, the developers of this scale adopted the term filial responsibility, which
they operationalized in a more complex and culturally competent fashion than previous
measures of this construct. The measure can be easily administered in groups taking
about 10 minutes to complete. Other advantages of the measure are that it can be quickly
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scored and that it attempts to capture a construct that has not been well operationalized
(Kuperminc, Jurkovic, & Casey, 2009).
Responses to the 34-items on the FRS-Y are given on a 4-point Likert scale (“Not
at all true” to “Very true”) which assess instrumental caregiving (e.g., “I work to make
money for my family,” and “My parents often ask me to take care of my brother(s) and
sister(s),” emotional caregiving (e.g., “I often try to keep the peace in my family” and “If
someone in my family is upset, I try to help in some way”), and perceived fairness (e.g.,
[reverse scored] “My parents are very helpful when I have a problem”). Higher scores
indicate higher levels of caregiving and perceived lack of fairness.
Using the FRS-Y in conjunction with the PQ-Y is especially appealing to the
investigator because the literature reviewed for this study revealed some correspondence
between the levels of adultification and filial responsibility or caregiving. For example,
caregiving includes physically maintaining the household and its members (instrumental
caregiving) and facilitating parents’ and other family members’ psychological well-being
(emotional caregiving) (Kuperminc et al., 2009). The term fairness is used to refer
broadly to perceptions of equity and mutuality in the distribution of filial responsibilities
(Kuperminc et al., 2009). These three scales theoretically correspond with the first three
levels or dimensions of adultification identified by Burton (2007): precocious knowledge,
mentored adultification, and peerification or spousification. The items of the FRS-Y that
tap these three lower levels of adulfitication will be considered critical to each of the
dimensions.
In a study of a sample of 129 Latino adolescents from immigrant families who
were in Grades 9 through 12 and averaged 16.8 years of age, the FRS-Y yielded adequate
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internal reliability of .81 (Kuperminc et al., 2009). Cronbach alphas reported by Jurkovic
et al. (2005) for the subscales Assessing Caregiving and Perceived Fairness were
and

= .85

= .81, respectively. Jurkovic et al., also reported significant associations of these

scales with multiple indices of psychosocial and school functioning in a sample
consisting of 145 sixth through eighth grade Bosnian adolescents. The instrumental and
emotional caregiving scales were strongly correlated, r = .62, and were thus combined to
form a single measure of filial caregiving, with an alpha of .80 (Godsall et al., 2004). In
the current study, FRS-Y subscales were all found to have good internal consistency with
moderate Cronbach’s alphas of .73, .76, and .79 for Instrumental Caregiving, Emotional
Caregiving, and Perceived Fairness, respectively.
Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (BLRI). The BLRI is a self-report
questionnaire for assessing dimensions of the client-counselor relationship from the
client’s perspective and is designed to determine favorable contexts for therapeutic
change. The major use of the BLRI has been in psychotherapy outcome research, and
most of the research with the BLRI has focused on the importance of genuineness,
empathy, and unconditional positive regard in therapeutic relationships. However, several
studies have shown that the BLRI is a sensitive indicator of important relationship
qualities, and it has also been used to measure aspects of many other significant
interpersonal relationships such as marital satisfaction (Ganley, 1989; Wampler &
Powell, 1982); doctor-patient relationships (Gurman, 1977); and women’s general
support from significant other (Avalos & Tylka, 2006).
The questions asked on the BLRI focus on whether persons feel understood in
relationships (Empathy), whether they believe the other person(s) is open and honest with
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them (Genuineness/Congruence), and whether they feel respected and cared for by other
person(s) (Regard) (Ganley, 1989). This study used the BLRI to measure students’
perceptions of the relational parameters of empathy, regard and congruence in their
teachers. Minor modifications to the items to render the language more accessible to the
target populations were made. For example, students were instructed to respond to the
questionnaire with one specific teacher in mind and focus on their relationship with that
particular teacher (e.g., Math or English teacher) as they respond to the questionnaire.
Students completed the BLRI twice: once for their most recent high school English
teacher, and once for their most recent high school Math teacher.
This study employed the most recent version of the Barrett-Lennard TeacherPupil relationship inventory (Form OS-40-TP) (Barrett-Lennard, 1997). Form OS-40-TP
was adapted from the original Relationship Inventory (RI) form OS-40, and the TeacherPupil Relation Inventory (TPRI) and contains 40 items (Barrett-Lennard, 1997). The
Form OS-40 version includes the following scales: Level of Regard (10 items), Empathy
(10 items), Unconditionality of Regard (10 items), and Congruence (10 items) (BarrettLennard, 1997). Empathic Understanding (E) is defined as “the extent to which one
person is conscious of the immediate awareness of another” (Wampler & Powell, 1982).
The Empathy scale has items such as “She/he listens to hear me and see into my
difficulty or my excitement” (Barrett-Lennard, 1997). Level of Regard is “the composite
‘loading’ of all the distinguishable feeling reactions of one person toward another,
positive and negative, on a single abstract dimension” (Wampler & Powell, 1982), and
has items such as “She/he respects me” (Barrett-Lennard, 1997). And the
Unconditionality of Regard subscale (U) measures how much variability or consistency
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there is in one individual’s affective response to the person or self of the other (Wampler
& Powell, 1982). This scale has items like “If I say something I’m ashamed of, he still
treats me the same” (Barrett-Lennard, 1997). The final scale, Congruence, refers to the
“the degree to which one person is functionally integrated with another, such that there is
absence of conflict or inconsistency between his total experience, his awareness, and his
overt communication” (Wampler & Powell, 1982). An example of an item from this scale
is “What he/she is thinking or feeling shows out in the open.”
Each subscale contains five positively worded and five negatively worded items
and for each item, respondents rate their level of agreement with statements on a 6-point
scale that ranges from definitely false (–3), to definitely true (+3). High scores indicate
the level to which the student perceives the teacher as having a high degree of the
relational variable being measured, while low scores indicate that the student perceives
the teacher as having a low degree of the variable. The BLRI scales were used by
Arachtingi and Lichtenberg (1999) in a study measuring facilitative conditions and
Therapist-Parent similarity. The purpose of the study was to ascertain clients’ views of
the therapist and parental figures. In this sample, the BLRI scales yielded good reliability
and validity. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were between .82 (Unconditionality of
Regard) to .93 (Level of Regard), with a total score reliability of .95 (Arachtingi &
Lichtenberg, 1999). Spearman-Brown split-half reliabilities for all of the subscales were
strong (Arachtingi & Lichtenberg, 1999). Test-retest reliabilities over a 4-week period
also suggested good temporal stability, with individual scale reliabilities ranging from .84
(Level of Regard) to .90 (Unconditionality of Regard), and a total score reliability of .95
(Arachtingi & Lichtenberg, 1999). Mean internal reliability coefficients averaged across
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several studies using the BLRI scales are high: Empathy (.84), Congruency (.88), Level
of Regard (.91) and Unconditionality of Regard (.74) (Ganley, 1989). The BLRI has also
been found to have a stable factor structure in factor-analysis studies conducted within
client-therapist contexts (Ganley, 1989). In the current study, BLRI scales yielded
moderate to high internal consistency. For the English teacher sample, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were of .89 for Level of Regard, .86 for Empathy, .64 for Congruence, and
.70 for Unconditionality of Regard. For the Math teacher sample alpha coefficients were
.90 for Level of Regard, .90 for Empathy, .72 for Congruence, and .72 for
Unconditionality of Regard.
Teacher Treatment Inventory (TTI; Version 3 – Short Form). The TTI
(Version 3 – Short Form) is derived from a 30-item, three-scale format, questionnaire
designed to assess children’s perceptions of teacher behaviors that communicate
achievement expectations (Weinstein & Marshall, 1984). The TTI, when completed for
both high and low achievers, provides an index of perceived differential teacher treatment
toward high and low achieving students in the classroom. It can also be used to compare
teacher behaviors directed toward a single target child with those directed toward a
hypothetical (high- or low-achieving, male or female) student (Weinstein & Marshall,
1984). In its present revised format the TTI consists of three scales comprised of 2 items
for Negative Feedback, 2 items for Work Orientation, and 4 items for High Expectations.
Scale I, labeled Negative Feedback and Teacher Direction, reflects both negative teacher
feedback about schoolwork and effort and a high degree of teacher control over the
student’s activities. Scale II, Work and Rule Orientation, describes teacher emphasis on
learning, getting work done, and following rules. Combined, Scale I and Scale II have a
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total of four items that are all negatively keyed. Scale III, High Expectations,
Opportunity, and Choice, reflects trust by the teacher, positive feelings, and the provision
of choice and opportunities to participate autonomously. All four items on this scale are
positively keyed.
Even though the TTI was developed for use in elementary school classes (grades
1 through 6) the instrument has been used widely with elementary and middle school
children in and outside the USA. This study is among the first to pilot the use of the short
8-item version of the TTI and intended to examine its validity with older
adolescents/young adults. Thus, the TTI short version used in this study consisted of four
positive items and four negative items selected from the standard version. Items 3, 5, 6,
and 8 are viewed as the positive treatment items (drawn from Scale 3, High Expectations,
Opportunity, and Choice). Items 1, 2, 4, and 7 are the more negative treatment items
(drawn from Scales 1 and 2). The format of the short TTI and the instructions for
administration are the same as for the long version of the TTI. For the short TTI, the eight
items are keyed to yield a total score reflecting the degree of positive treatment
perceived. That is, on positive items (items 3, 5, 6, and 8), a rating of Always = 4 points,
Often = 3 points, and so on. Negative items (items 1, 2, 4, and 7) are reverse-scored, so
that a rating of Never = 4 points, Sometimes = 3 points, and so on. An unpublished TTI
manual Weinstein (n.d.) provided to this researcher explains that this procedure yields a
total score which depicts the extent to which the perceived treatment is like the treatment
accorded to high achievers (more positive). Studies have consistently revealed that in
some classrooms the teacher behaviors described in Scales I and II are perceived to be
accorded more often to low-achieving students than high-achieving students while
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behaviors described in Scale III are directed more often toward high-achieving students
than low-achieving students (Weinstein & Marshall, 1984). In other words, children
perceive low-achieving students as the recipients of more negative teacher feedback,
more direction, monitoring, and control, while high achievers are perceived as the
recipients of higher expectations as expressed in the provision of more opportunities for
self-directed study and choice (Weinstein & Marshall, 1984).
The three revised scales were tested for internal consistency and test-retest
reliability over a two-week period in a sample of 318 children from first grade (N = 87),
third grade (N = 94), and fifth grade (N = 137) and were found to be adequate (Weinstein
& Marshall, 1984; Weinstein et al., 1987). Internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s
alpha) for the three scales, respectively, were for grade 1, .69, .58, .81; for grade 3, .69,
.68, .78; and for grade 5, .70, .63, .84. For the short TTI, the internal consistency
coefficients were found to be adequate, with a mean alpha of .75 (grade 1 = .56, grade 3
= .82, grade 5 = .80) (Weinstein, n.d.). Test-retest reliability coefficients for the three
scales were, for grade 1, .67, .65, .78; for grade 3, .74, .69, .77; and for grade 5, .77, .75,
.83 (Weinstein, n.d.). However, in the current study the TTI yielded very low internal
consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .28, warranting withdrawal of this
measure from further analysis.
Teacher Support Scale (TSS). The purpose of the TSS is to assess student
perception of teacher support (McWhirter, 1996). Items begin with the stem “Most
teachers in my high school” and students are asked to rate each concluding statement on a
5-point, Likert-type scale with response options ranging from “strongly agree” (= 5) to
“strongly disagree” (= 1). Sample items include “are interested in my future,” “care about
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what happens to me,” “expect me to work hard in school,” and “challenge me to think
about my future goals.” Scores are calculated by averaging across items, with higher
scores representing higher levels of perceived teacher support. This study used the
revised 21-item version (Metheny et al., 2008).
The revised version used in this study comprised four scales with a total of 21
items distributed as follows: Invested (8 items), Positive Regard (5 items), Expectations
(5 items), and Accessible (3 items). Sample items include “are interested in my future,”
(Invested); “care about what happens to me,” (Accessibility); “expect me to work hard in
school,” (Expectations); and “challenge me to think about my future goals” (Positive
Regard). Scores are calculated by averaging across items, with higher scores representing
higher levels of perceived teacher support. In their assessment of the reliability of the 21item TSS, developers of the scale conducted internal consistency analyses with 325 high
school seniors. The analyses yielded Cronbach’s alpha of .92 (Invested), .89 (Positive
Regard), .88 (Expectations), and .85 (Accessible), suggesting excellent reliability in the
21-item version for older adolescents. In the current study, the four TSS scales yielded
moderate to high internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of .89 for
Invested, .81 for Positive Regard, .77 for Expectations, and .78 for Accessible. In the
current study, the four variables measured by the Teacher Support Scale are
conceptualized to constitute Global Teacher Support.
RAPS –S: Experiences of Teacher Support. The RAPS-S measures experiences
of teacher support and is part of the Research Assessment Package for Schools integrated
measurement tools. This measure explores student’s experiences of teacher support or the
extent to which students feel that teachers (a) are involved with them (5 items);
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(b) provide support for autonomy (4 items), and (c) provide structure (5 items). In the
current study, the Experiences of Teacher Support scale is referred to as the RAPS_S
Teacher Support. A high RAPS_S Teacher Support score indicates experiences of
positive support from teachers. And when used in conjunction with the TSS and the selfreports of teacher-bonding, the RAPS–S will help provide some validity evaluation of the
TSS in this study.
The Experiences of Teacher Support scale used in the current study comprises 14
items. The version for the secondary level student samples, was found to have good
internal consistency (α =.82) (Institute of Research and Reform, 1998). In the current
study, the RAPS-S Experiences of Teacher Support yielded a full scale Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of .82, while the subscales yielded alphas of .74 for Teacher Involvement, .64
for Teacher Autonomy Support, and .75 for Teacher Structure. No studies could be found
reporting validity and usefulness of the RAPS_S Teacher Support other than criterion
validity information developed and provided by Institute for Research and Reform in
Education (1998), with other RAPS package measures such as the Beliefs about Self
scale. The RAPS_S full scale criterion validity was found to be high (>.51, p < .0001). In
the current study, the aspects of perceived teacher support measured by the RAPS_S
Experiences of Teacher Support are taken to Constitute In-Class Teacher Support.
RAPS–S: Ongoing Engagement. The second RAPS package scale used in this
study is the 5-item RAPS-S Ongoing Engagement scale. RAPS_S Ongoing Engagement
was used to measure students’ levels of academic engagement and disengagement.
Ongoing engagement includes the extent to which students exert effort on schoolwork,
pay attention in class, prepare for class, and believe that doing well in school is
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personally important (Institute for Research and Reform in Education, 1998; Klem &
Connell, 2004). Five RAPS-S Ongoing Engagement items tap ongoing engagement. The
response choices range from 1 = Not at all important to 4 = Very important. Therefore, a
high score on the Ongoing Engagement scale indicates a high level of engagement that
“has to do with student’s typical emotions, thought processes, and behavior evidenced
within the course of the school day” (Institute for Research and Reform in Education,
1998, p. II-2). No studies were found in existing literature reporting internal consistency
of the five items of the RAPS_S Ongoing Engagement. In the current study, the RAPS_S
Ongoing Engagement demonstrated good internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of
.78.
Student Engagement and Disaffection in School – Student Report (SEDS-S).
This measure was used in conjunction with RAPS-S: Ongoing Engagement to measure
student engagement. The SEDS-S, unlike RAPS-S Ongoing Engagement, measures
students’ perceptions of their own behavioral and emotional engagement. The SEDS-S
was first constructed by Wellborn and Connell (1987), as part of the Rochester
Assessment Package for Schools. Miserandino (1996), and Skinner and Belmont (1993),
have also used the same scale and developed it from Wellborn’s 55-item measure into the
current 20-item version used in this study (Skinner et al., 2009). Responses are based
again on a 4-point Likert-type scale of agreement. All negative items (disaffection
subscales) are reversed, because, as stated earlier, student engagement is theorized as
positive emotion and as active behavior exhibited by the students in the classroom.
The current version measures (a) behavioral engagement using 5 items tapping
student effort, attention, and persistence while initiating and participating in learning
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activities; (b) behavioral disaffection using 5 items tapping lack of effort and withdrawal
from learning activities while in the classroom; (c) emotional engagement using 5 items
tapping emotions indicating motivated involvement during learning activities; and
(d) emotional disaffection using 5 items tapping emotions indicating motivated
withdrawal or alienation during learning activities (Skinner et al., 2009). In other studies
examining behavioral and emotional engagement, the two forms of engagement were
divided into subscales that were used as two whole bi-dimensional concepts. The
subscales were scored by counting for every adolescent the mean of the items for
behavioral engagement (and behavioral disaffection), and the mean of items for
emotional engagement (and emotional disaffection). In the current study, although the
four subscales were scored separately, they were sometimes combined into two broader
scores to reduce error variance in structural equation modelling, and to address statistical
analysis concerns including Type 1 error issues. For example, behavioral and emotional
engagement scores were combined into an Overall Engagement scale. The same was
done for behavioral and emotional disaffection.
Skinner et al. (2009), reported findings indicating that scores from the SEDS-S
were satisfactory markers of the quality of learners’ participation in academic activities;
correlations across the school year revealed that, although scores tended to worsen in
mean level, they were inter-individually stable. In addition, Cronbach reliability
coefficients were α = .94 and α = .89 for behavioral and emotional engagement scales,
respectively. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the four Engagement subscales in the
current study were moderately high, indicating adequate internal consistency with the
present sample: Behavioral Engagement

= .79, Emotional Engagement

= .77,
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Behavioral Disaffection

= .75, and Emotional Disaffection

= .74. For the bi-

dimensional engagement scales, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the present sample
were

= .85 for Overall Engagement, and

= .84 for Overall Disaffection.

[Student] Self-Reports of Teacher-Bonding. This measure was adapted from
Crosnoe et al.’s (2004) study. Students responded to three items about teachers: the
extent to which they had trouble getting along with teachers, the extent to which they felt
that teachers cared about them, and the extent to which they believed that teachers treated
students fairly in their school. The first two items referred to the quality of students’
relationships with teachers, and the third referred to whether students’ assessments of
teachers were positive or negative. Responses range from 1 to 5, that is, “almost every
day” to “never” for the first item; “never” to “very much” for the second; and “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree” for the third item.
These items were reported to have correlations among them ranging from .29 to
.38 and were averaged ( = .68, M = 3.71, SD = .77; Crosnoe et al., 2004), to yield a
summary of student reported bonding with teachers. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient in the
current study was moderate ( = .54), indicating marginal adequacy for this measure
with this sample. The lower than expected alpha may be a result of the small number of
items on this measure and the differences in item focus. Review of the literature did not
yield other psychometric information about this measure. Because of the measure’s
failure to show strong internal consistency with this population, this measure was
dropped from analysis,
Psychological Sense of School Membership Scale. The Psychological Sense of
School Membership Scale (PSSM) is an 18-item self-report measure of the extent to
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which students feel personally accepted, respected, included, and supported by others in
the school social environment. In particular, scale items measure not only perceived
liking, personal acceptance, and inclusion but also tap into experiences of encouragement
for participation and overall students’ feelings of community with their peers and
teachers. In this sense the PSSM is a valuable tool for both identifying adolescent
students at risk for disengaging from participation in school and for conducting research
on social and contextual influences in education (Goodenow, 1993). Sample items
include, “People at this school are friendly to me,” and “I am included in lots of activities
at this school” with each item rated on a 5-point Likert type scale of 1 = very untrue to 5
= very true (Adelabu, 2007). Items 1, 6, 9, 12, and 16 are reverse items included in the
scale to avoid the development of a “response set” on the part of the students (Goodenow,
1993).
The Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM) is a psychometrically
sound measure of the quality of school social relationships (Goodenow, 1993). PSSM
scale development research, in which the scale was tested with diverse samples in urban
and suburban school settings, revealed that the high-scoring group reported higher
grades, more time spent on homework, and greater school motivation than did the lowscoring group (correlations ranged between .82 to .85) (Adelabu, 2007; Goodenow,
1993). Construct validity of the PSSM was demonstrated not only by using the measure
with diverse populations including ethnic majority and minority students as well as
special education versus mainstream adolescents, but also by exploring the statistical
relationships demonstrated validity for this measure (Goodenow, 1993). The measure
yielded significant evidence for properties of both scale and construct validity. For
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example, in a sample of 454 middle school aged learners, quality of psychological
membership, as measured by the PSSM, was found substantially correlated with
motivation. Internal consistency reliability was also significant for urban and suburban
junior high school student samples on which this measure was piloted with
the suburban students, and

= .88 for

= .81 for urban students. For the current sample, the

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .92, demonstrating excellent internal consistency for
this measure with older adolescents who have graduated high school.
School Connectedness Scale (SCS). The School Connectedness Scale measures
the bond students’ feel toward school, that is, psychological and not academic,
behavioral, or cognitive engagement (Libbey, 2004). This 5-item scale, initially
developed for the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health by Beuhring and her
colleagues in 1997 (Libbey, 2004), was used to measure risk behavior and general mental
health issues associated with the actual experiences of belongingness or school
membership. In this sense, the SCS complements well the PSSM, as the latter measure
focuses more on the psychological sense of belongingness.
The SCS presents student-participants with the prompt, How strongly do you
agree or disagree with the following statements about your school… and they rate their
responses on a 5-point Likert-type scale from “strongly disagree” (1), “disagree” (2),
“neither disagree nor agree” (3), “agree” (4), to “strongly agree” (5) (Furlong et al.,
2011). The statements include, “I feel close to people at this school,” “I feel like I am part
of this school,” “I am happy to be at this school,” “The teachers at this school treat
students fairly,” and “I feel safe in my school” (Furlong et al., 2011). The scale has been
found to be associated with lower risk behavior and better mental health in national
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studies of adolescents (Ozer, 2005). The SCS scores range from 5 to 25, with higher
scores indicating higher levels of school connectedness.
In the sample of adolescents used for the above mentioned study this scale
demonstrated good internal consistency (α = .73). In other previous research intended to
ascertain and provide data supporting the validity and reliability of the SCS across 18
socio cultural groups, the Cronbach’s alpha was .81 (Furlong et al., 2011). For the current
sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .85, demonstrating good internal
consistency as well.
Teacher Measures
Teachers filled out the teacher demographic survey, the Teacher Expectancy
Scale (TES) (Al-Fadhli & Singh, 2006) and one teacher survey from the Rochester
Assessment Package, the RAPS–T. They were also asked to rank participating students in
terms of their expected end of first-year college achievement. Although the measures are
described below, these measures were generally unsuccessful in the present study. All
Teacher Measures were withdrawn from the study due to missing data and low internal
consistency with the current sample.
Teacher Expectation Scale (TES). The Teacher Expectancy Scale (TES) was
developed by Al-Fadhli and Singh (2006) to assess the subtle effect of the self-fulfilling
prophecy—teacher expectations—in the classroom environment. Their original scales
consisted of 24 items generated form an extensive review of the literature on teaching
behaviors that may provide cues to students and affect their achievement. To determine
clarity of the written items and their relevance to teachers’ experience, a pilot study was
conducted with 15 teachers in elementary school. Item modification was undertaken on
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the basis of the suggestions made by the teachers in the sample. The final scale has 14
items forming two subscales: Expectancy based on Student’s Ability (9 items) and
Expectancy based on Students’ Personal Characteristics (5 items).
However, as a result of problems in securing permission to use the 14-item
version of this measure, this study used the original 24-item version of the scale, for
which permission had been already obtained. The first subscale, Expectancy Based on
Students’ Ability (12 items), refers to the actual classroom behavior and achievement of
students. Sample items on this scale include “Teachers call on the students whom they
perceive to be low achievers to explain things in class” and “Teachers give special
privileges in class to high achieving students.” The second scale, Expectancy Based on
Students’ Personal Characteristics (12 items), refers to characteristics defined as
appearance, conduct or classroom behavior, parental level of education, and perceived
parental support. Examples of items on this scale include “Teachers have a tendency to
give more attention to neat students” and “Teachers are likely to be more tolerant and
understanding of with children who are well behaved.” Responses to statements included
in both scales are rated on a Likert-type scale ranging from 4 indicating high agreement
to 1 indicating low agreement.
Face validity of these scales was achieved through the judgment of three faculty
members in the field of social sciences who judged the items with respect to ambiguity,
appropriateness, offensiveness, transparency, and social desirability. The internal
consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) of the two subscales were 0.64 for the
Expectancy Based on Students’ Ability and 0.69 for the Expectancy Based on Student’s
Personal Characteristics on a sample of 102 third, fourth, and fifth graders. No reports of
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previous use of this measure with high school teachers were found in the literature. In the
present high school teacher sample, internal consistency of this measure could not be
established as a result of negative Cronbach’s alpha coefficient values, indicating
negative average covariance among items for both subscales. As indicated, TES scale
scores were dropped from further analyses.
It is also worth noting that authors of the scale recommended caution in
interpretation and use of the TES as it has no established norms yet and has been tested
on a small sample, largely on one ethnic group on one school and one state (Al-Fadhli &
Singh, 2006). Data from the present study were intended to provide additional evidence
of validity through supplemental analysis examining how scores of the TES corresponded
with teacher rankings and the scores on the Perceptions of Differential Teacher Treatment
of High and Low Achievers Inventory (TTI version 3–Short Form) and The Teacher
Support Scale (TSS). These analyses were not conducted due to the unreliability of the
TES in the present sample.
The RAPS-T. This measure, also referred to as the Teacher Report of Student
Engagement, is used to obtain teachers’ reports of student engagement. Teachers were
asked to complete a report for each student who requests them to provide information.
This measure includes a total of three items answered using the 4-point Likert from 1 =
“Not at all true” to 4 = “Very true.” When used at the elementary and secondary levels
internal consistency was strong, α = .81 and .87, respectively (Klem & Connell, 2004). In
the current study, RAPS_T yielded moderate Cronbach’s alpha coefficients,
demonstrating adequate internal consistency for the high school sample: .64 for English
teachers, and .73 for Math teachers. However, because of a much lower than expected
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teacher-response rate, and a considerable number of incomplete teacher surveys, the
RAPS_T scores were dropped from further analyses.
Rank Ordering Cards. The purpose of rank ordering cards is to measure
teachers’ expectations of each student’s achievement. In addition to the report of student
engagement, teachers were asked to rank order each participating student according to
their expectations of the student’s achievement in the end of the first year of college
results. This study adopted a ranking order approach similar to that carried out by
Mendoza, Good, and Brophy (1971); participating teachers were asked to rank their
students in their class in the order they expect them to achieve. Each teacher rated in their
own learning areas: English or Math. A slight difference in the ranking approach adopted
for this study was that teachers were asked to provide an expected achievement level
rating, rather than rank order, for their past students in a hypothetical college first-year
course related to the subject they are teaching. For example, Math teachers were asked to
rate their students’ expected level of achievement in a hypothetical college level Math
course that was referred to as Math Basic (M101). Similarly, English teachers were asked
to rate their students’ expected performance in English Basic (E101). These learning
areas were chosen for this study because of the attention they already enjoy as criteria for
success in most standardized assessment and public school systems nationally. For
example, as educational assessment measures of basic skills, both Math and English are
essential academic subject areas and components of the ACT Composite score. Each
participating teacher was presented with a ranking card with 24 squares, imprinted with
each participating student’s code number. Each square on the ranking card represented a
student, in the virtual college class. There were two sets of ranking cards, one for English
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and the other for Math. To allow the teachers to use their own subjective criteria in
placing students on the 24-point achievement continuum, the ranking instructions were
kept nonspecific (Mendoza et al., 1971).
Expectancy groups were formed from the rankings provided by the teacher. The
top one-third of the students was assigned the high expectations group, and a score of 24
points. The middle third of the distribution formed the middle group, and were assigned
16 points each. The bottom third were placed in the low expectations group, and assigned
8 points. Each student was expected to have two sets of scores. The scores were then
added and divided by 2, and their mean score was the total “expectations” score. A score
of 16–24 indicated middle to high expectations, while a score of 9–15 indicates low to
middle expectations. Scores of up to 8 indicated low expectations. However, because of
high missing data values for this variable, it was dropped from further analyses.
Data Collection Procedures
Students were recruited from two institutions. Although six institutions were
invited to participate, only two agreed. A total of approximately 1,300 students were
invited to participate. Student recruitment was initially through the TRIO programs in
order to target students from economically disadvantaged home contexts. In order to meet
intended sample size of approximately 300 students, additional Student Support Services
programs were also invited to participate. Psychology subject pools were also employed
for recruitment. In all cases potential participants were recruited to maximize
participation of students who met the following criteria: 18 years old, and above; have
taken either English or Math, preferably both, at Grade 12; have a first-year status; and/or
have a First Generation College status. Participants were recruited via the following
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methods: (a) in-class presentations conducted by the student researcher and research
assistants in First Year Experience Seminars and in other Student Support Service (SSS)
programs such as TRIO student success classes; and (b) through advertising posters
online in psychology department Human Subject Pool websites. Incentives offered for
participation included a chance to win one of three $25 bookstore vouchers per
university, and in some classes (e.g., PSY 100 and/or First Year Experience) extra credit
was offered.
Student Data Collection
Completion of student measures took approximately 30 minutes. Measures were
completed in-person. Data were collected from students by the student-researcher in
person. Student researcher coordinated dates and venues with SSS programs and
academic staff, whereby students were invited to participate. If interested, student
participants signed up for a time to complete the 30-minute surveys. Each participating
student was also provided with two research packages, one for their former high school
Math teacher, and the other for their English teacher, to mark with their names, seal in
envelopes, and address to their respective teacher. A Debrief Form was also provided to
the potential student participants at the beginning of each data collection session. The
form provided researchers’ names and contact information, as well as a list of resources
available to students in case they experienced intense thoughts or feelings resulting from
questions or issues raised by the questions asked in the surveys.
Teacher Data Collection
Teacher recruitment was based on student participant identification of their most
recent high school Math and English teachers. Students assisted in recruiting their
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teachers by providing names, school address of the teachers to be invited, and written
signed consent allowing teachers to provide information about their experiences. The
researcher then coded teacher and student surveys so that they could be matched for data
analysis. A list of teacher names and schools were connected to student code numbers
(not student names). Teachers were instructed to use ONLY code/ID numbers in their
responses to the teacher-surveys. Teacher survey packages included a self-addressed and
stamped envelope to mail responses back to student researcher. Thus, teachers were
mailed requests to participate with student permission, and if willing to participate would
return research materials by mail. Teacher participation was encouraged by sending
follow-up reminder postcards two weeks after the initial mailing. In some cases, second
sets of the questionnaires were also mailed to non-responding teachers after they were
nominated again by other former students. Completion of teacher measures took
approximately 25 minutes. Measures were returned via mail. A considerable number of
teachers had trouble completing the measures resulting in considerable missing data. As a
result, teacher measures were dropped from analysis. Data collection (from students and
teachers) continued during the 2013 Fall through 2014 Spring semesters.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Introduction
This chapter describes and summarizes the preliminary, planned, and follow-up
statistical analyses used to evaluate the research questions and hypotheses established in
the previous chapters. Subsequent to the data screening this chapter reports the results of
the effects of Teacher Attitudinal Qualities on Relational Experiences/Perceived Teacher
Support, School Membership, Student Academic Engagement and Academic
Achievement in the sample of Adultified and Non-Adultified adolescent high school
graduates enrolled in the first year of college. First, the results of preliminary analyses,
followed by descriptive statistics, will be presented. Next, results of hypothesis testing
analyses are reported. Specifically, research question1 was examined with Path Analysis
and Hierarchical Regressions to determine whether differences in teacher attitudes and
adultification status predicted differences in students’ relational experiences, their selfsystem processes, and their academic achievement. Research question 2 was examined
with canonical correlation analyses and bivariate correlations for significant correlates of
Academic Engagement. Research question 3 was examined with two-group MANOVAs
and ANOVAs for group differences on perceived teacher attitudinal qualities and
relational support. Finally, results of post hoc analyses employed to further explore the
impact of economic disadvantage on Parentification, Teacher Support, School
Membership, and Student Academic Engagement are presented.
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Data Analysis
Preliminary Analyses
Preliminary data analyses were performed to test for assumptions of regression
and MANOVA, as well as normality. Preliminary data analyses were also performed to
form adultification groups, and to obtain alpha coefficients for measures used.
Furthermore, two sets of t tests were conducted. The first was an independent samples
t test performed to determine whether there were significant differences in demographic
variables depending on the teacher response rate or other missing data. The second was a
paired-samples t test performed to determine whether there were significant differences
in teacher attitudes for English and Math teachers.
Tests for normality of distribution of scores did not reveal any serious violations.
All skewness and kurtosis values were within acceptable levels for the four sets of
dependent variables. In addition to assessing kurtosis and skewness, other techniques that
were used to test for normality were normal Q-Q plots, de-trended Q- Q plots, and
boxplots. Normal Q-Q plots were used to assess the actual shape of the distribution for
both the student and teacher subsamples. Reasonably straight lines were observed in all
histograms suggesting a normal distribution of scores for student and teacher variables.
There was limited clustering observed for the de-trended Q-Q plots, also suggesting
normality of the score distributions for the subgroups. Inspection of boxplots did not
reveal any extreme outliers.
Due to the large number of participants with missing teacher or achievement data,
a series of independent samples t -tests were computed to examine potential differences
between learners with complete data (n = 121) and incomplete data (n= 93). The findings
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revealed no statistically significant differences among demographic variables or basic
self-beliefs. As teacher response rate did not seem to reflect differences in participants,
the full participant sample (N = 214) and the smaller sample (n = 121) with complete
data were treated as representing the same population; the largest possible sample was
used in all subsequent analyses. However, due to the large number of missing or
incomplete data resulting from teachers declining to provide student data, and
unanticipated difficulties with data collection procedures, teacher reports of both English
and Math student engagement (RAPS_T), and the rank order cards were dropped from
further analysis. Table 3 below presents demographic data and tests of significance for
the independent sample t tests.
The teacher sample included two subsamples: English teachers and Math
teachers. Student participants provided separate ratings of Teacher Attitudinal Qualities
(BLRI subscales) for their English and Math teachers. Independent samples t tests were
conducted on these data to determine whether they could be combined into a single set of
teacher attitudes or should be treated separately in subsequent analyses. Statistically
significant differences were found for three out of four relational attitudes of English and
Math teachers. The exception was the Unconditionality of Regard scale. Due to these
significant differences student ratings of Attitudinal Qualities were kept separate for
English and Math teachers and multiple sets of analyses were run during hypothesis
testing to understand the separate and combined effects of these variables. Table 2
presents mean BLRI subscale scores based on 213 students who completed the BLRI
items for their English teachers and 212 who completed BLRI items for their Math
teachers.
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Table 3
Students’ Demographic Variable Means and Independent Samples t Tests
Means

Demographic Variables
High School Poverty Level

Group A
(N=121)

Group B
(N=93)

t Test for Equality of Mean
Mean
Diff.

95% Conf. Intvl
t

df

Sig.

Lower

Upper

211

.44

–.12

.27

148.36

.29

–6.79

2.05

209

.60

–.06

.11

132.03

.18

–1.68

8.80

1.00

1.08

.08

.77

90.19

87.82

–2.37

–1.06

High School Drop-out Rate

.11

.13

.02

.52

High School Distr. Poverty

20.50

24.06

3.56

1.34

School Type

1.12

1.18

.05

.99

212

.32

–.06

.17

Total Time Spent in Last HS

3.70

3.77

.07

.73

201.69

.46

–.12

.26

Gender

1.30

1.27

– .04

– .56

207

.57

–.16

.09

Age

18.40

18.41

.01

.14

212

.88

–.15

.17

Race

1.64

1.88

.24

1.47

212

.14

–.08

.57

FGCS

1.19

1.19

.00

.03

212

.98

–.23

.24

.69

.69

.00

.03

212

.98

–.15

.15

I know how to do well

4.41

4.41

–.00

–.06

212

.95

–.16

.15

I can do it

4.54

4.56

.01

.16

212

.87

–.15

.17

School’s important

4.83

4.84

.01

.22

212

.83

–.10

.12

Relations feel good
I like closeness

4.32
4.12

4.38
4.06

.05
–.06

.55
–.55

211
212

.58
.58

–.13
–.27

.23
.15

High School Grad. Rate

Employment Status in HS
Self-Beliefs

Note. Group A=Participants with complete data; Group B= Participants with missing data.

Four groups representing the range of potential adultification, from non-adultified
through parentified, were created. The two measures used to create groups were the
Parentification Questionnaire – Youth (PQ-Y) and the Filial Responsibility Scale – Youth
(FRS-Y). The non-adultified, adultified and parentified comparison groups were then
formed as follows.
Adultified. The adultified comprised four sub-groups, presented from the most
severe level of adultification to the least, as Parentified, Pereerified/Spousified,
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Mentored, and Precocious. The group was Precocious if the PQ-Y score was less than 10;
and the mean of FRS items 16 (“If someone in my family is upset, I try to help in some
way”), 21 (“My parents often ask me to care for my brother(s) or sister(s)”), and 26 (“My
parents often ask me to help my brother(s) and sister(s) with their problems”) was greater
than 3. The group was Mentored Adultification if the PQ-Y score was less than 10; and
the mean of FRS-Y items 1 (“I do a lot of the shopping for groceries or clothes for my
family”), 15 (“I often do the laundry in my family”), 18 (“In my house I often do the
cooking”), 22 (“I do a lot of the work in the house or yard”), 27 (“I often do a lot of
chores at home”), and reversed 17 (“My parents are very helpful when I have a problem”)
was less greater than 3. The group was Peerified Adultification if the PQ-Y score was
less than 10; and the mean of items 9 (“I work to make money to help my family”), 10
(“I often try to keep peace in my family”), 19 (“When my parents fight, they try to get me
to help them”), 28 (“I often feel caught in the middle of my parents’ conflicts”) was
greater than 3. The group was parentified, the highest form of adultification, if the score
was 10 and above on the PQ-Y; and also if the score on “unfairness” (reversed fairness)
was high, as defined by the mean of 2.79. Hence the mean score of >3 was considered
high and used as a cutoff point for unfairness.
Non-Adultified. The non-adultified group comprised participants who scored
below 10 on the PQY, and a mean of 3 or less on the Fairness, Emotional, and
Instrumental Care giving subscales. However, alternative grouping was utilized in some
analyses to address problems of groups with small size. For example, for the ANOVAS,
MANOVA, and chi-square analyses, only the non-adultified and parentified groups were
used as group size for the other three groups was too small to meet the requirements for
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these analyses (Precocious n = 15, Mentored-Adultified n = 2, and Peerified/Spousified n
= 2).
Estimates of internal consistency reliability were examined for each scale and
subscale within each student measure. Several measures used in the current study were
originally designed for elementary through high school age populations and used for the
first time with older adolescents in the current sample. The phrase “older adolescents
enrolled in the 1st year of college” is used to distinguish this difference and to highlight
the reliability of these measures with this older sample. The alpha coefficients are
reported with the correlations among study measures in the correlational table attached as
Appendix D. Most student measures and subscales used in this study were found to have
acceptable to high levels of internal consistency with the first year college sample. Of the
student measures, the only alpha coefficients to not be within acceptable levels with older
adolescents were the TTI, and the Reports of Teacher Bonding Scale.
The 8-item Teacher Treatment Inventory (TTI; version 3–Short Form,

= .28)

was used in conjunction with the Teacher Support Scale (TSS) and the RAPS-S (Teacher
Support), to measure relational experiences of students and their perceptions of teacher
treatment and teacher support. The TTI, designed to assess perceptions of teacher
behaviors that communicate expectations, provides an index of perceived differential
treatment towards high- and low-achieving students in classroom. The version used in
this study consists of four “positive treatment” items (3, 5, 6, and 8) and four “negative
treatment” items (1, 2, 4, and 7) keyed to yield a total score reflecting the degree of
perceived positive treatment by the teacher. Until its use in this study, the TTI had been
mostly used in elementary school samples and no reliability or descriptive statistics were
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available in the literature for high school or adolescent samples. Because of the poor
alpha, the TTI was dropped from further analysis. The construct of Relational
Experiences was still able to be measured with perceived teacher support scales: In-Class
Teacher Support (RAPS_S: Experiences of Teacher Support), and the Global Teacher
Support Scale (TSS).
The second student scale with a moderate-to-low alpha was the Report of
Teacher-Bonding scale. The Teacher Bonding Scale is a 3-item measure assessing the
extent to which students had trouble getting along with their high school teachers, felt
that teachers cared about them, and believed teachers treated students fairly (Crosnoe
et al., 2004). This measure was found to have a moderately low alpha of .56. Although
somewhat comparable to the alpha of .68 reported by Crosnoe et al. for an analytical
sample of 10,991 adolescents in high school, this scale was dropped from further
analysis.
Similarly, estimates of internal consistency were examined for all teacher scales.
For teacher measures, the only scale to not reach acceptable levels of internal consistency
was the TES. The 24-item TES scale comprises two subscales: Expectancy Based on
Students’ Ability, and Expectancy Based on Students’ Personal Characteristics. Each
subscale has 12 items. Both subscales yielded very low internal consistency on the
combined sample of English and Math teachers. More specifically, the measure of
teachers’ Expectancy Based on Students’ Ability yielded an alpha of .18, and the measure
of teachers’ Expectancy Based on Students’ Personal Characteristics scales yielded an
alpha of.28, warranting removal of the scores from these scales from further analyses.
Internal consistency coefficients from previous use of the TES for the two subscales were
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.64 for the Expectancy Based on Students’ Ability scale and .69 for the Expectancy
Based on Students’ Personal Characteristics scale (Al-Fadhli & Singh, 2006). Neither
scale of the TES had been used with high school teachers until the current study. No
other psychometric information of these scales was found in existing literature.
Descriptive Statistics
This section describes how the sample responded as a group on the central
variables in the study. Means and standard deviations are reported for each variable (see
Table 3). Means and standard deviations for the measures used to create grouping
variables are reviewed first. Next, the means and standard deviations of the Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities variables (BLRI scales) will be presented followed by those of
Teacher Support, School Membership, and lastly the Student Academic Engagement and
Academic Achievement variables.
The PQ-Y is a 20-item measure of child or adolescent engagement in “parent-like
roles and behaviors.” Response choices are “No” (0) or “Yes” (1) response range. The
mean parentification score (PQ-Y) for the present sample was 7.05 (SD = 3.33). A high
score indicates higher levels parentification; scores of 10 and above are considered
indicative of destructive levels of parentification. The values obtained in the current
sample suggest below average levels of destructive childhood parentification. The present
sample scored below that reported by Godsall et al. (2004), in a study examining the
mediating role of parentification in the relation of parental alcohol misuse status to
children’s global self-concept with 416 low- and high-functioning pre-adolescents and
adolescents. The mean score in that study was 8.10 (SD = 3.50) for the adolescents aged
between 16 and 18 years old.
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The FRS-Y is a 34-item measure assessing perceived fairness and caregiving. The
scale comprises three subscales: Instrumental Caregiving (12 items), Emotional
Caregiving (9 items), and Fairness (13 items). The items are scored on a range of 1 (“Not
at all true”) to 4 (“Very true”). For this sample, item 32 (“I often help my parents speak to
people who don’t know Spanish”) was dropped because of lack of relevance to the
current sample, resulting in 11, instead of 12, items for the Instrumental Caregiving. The
mean scores for the FRS-Y scales were 1.95 (SD = .54) for Instrumental Caregiving, 1.94
(SD = .54) for Emotional Caregiving, and 2.80 (SD = .47) for Fairness. These mean
scores, compare favorably to those reported by Kuperminc et al. (2009), for a sample of
129 Latino adolescents from immigrant families. The authors reported an overall mean
score of 2.19 (SD = .48) for the two Caregiving scales (Instrumental and Emotional
combined). There’s an option to treat these separately, as done in the current study. The
mean for Fairness was 2.05 (SD = .56). The values obtained in the current study suggest
less filial responsibility patterns and more perceptions of fairness for this sample. These
characteristics are consistent with those offered by the PQ-Y. No other studies from our
review reported means and standard deviations for adolescents enrolled in the first year
of college for either the PQ-Y or FRS-Y.
The BLRI has four subscales for each teacher subsample: Level of Regard,
Empathy, Congruence, and Unconditionality of Regard. Each scale comprised a total of
10 items with a scoring range from –3 (“I feel strongly this it is not true”) to +3 (“I feel
strongly this is true”) and a possible range of –30 to +30 on each subscale. Means and
standard deviations of each BLRI subscale are presented separately for each teacher
subsample, starting with the English, and then the Math teachers.
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The means and standard deviations were M = 17.69 (SD = 10.73) for the English
Level of Regard; M =13.24 (SD = 10.67) for English Empathy; M = 10.92 (SD = 8.84)
for English Congruence, and M = 5.35 (SD = 10.13) for English Unconditionality of
Regard. For the Math teacher subsample, the means and standard deviation were M =
14.50 (SD = 14.23) Math for Level of Regard; M = 9.58 (SD = 13.62) for Math
Empathy; M = 8.47 (SD = 9.97) for Math Congruence; and M = 5.14 (SD = 10.99) for
Math Unconditionality of Regard. The mean scores, from highest to lowest, follow a
similar order for both teacher subsamples.
The highest mean scores for both subsamples are for the Level of Regard
subscales suggesting that students reported on average positive affective response to the
teacher-student relationship in both subjects (Stone, 2004). The next highest mean scores
were for Empathy indicating the students believed their teachers were conscious of and
able to understand their experiences and feelings in class. The third highest mean scores
were for Congruence; representing the moderate degree to which students perceived the
teacher-student relationship to be honest, direct, sincere, and open. The lowest mean
scores were for Unconditionality of Regard, indicating that students believe that the
teacher’s affective response to them may vary under certain conditions. In order of the
highest to lowest mean, these results are mostly comparable with those reported by Stone
(2004) with a sample of 40 master’s and doctoral-level students in Counselor Education,
with the only difference between Empathy and Congruence ranking in the second and
third position in the current study but this order reversed in Stone’s study with
Congruence in the second place and Empathy next. Table 4 below presents means, mean
differences, and tests of significance for these differences.
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Table 4
BLRI Scale Means and Independent Samples t Tests
MEAN SCORES

Paired Sample t Tests

English
N = 213
17.63

Math
N = 212
14.46

Difference

t

df

3.20

2.89

210

Sig.
(2-tailed)
<.01

Empathy

13.17

9.52

3.70

3.45

210

<.01

Congruence

10.91

8.45

2.50

3.22

210

<.01

5.34

5.13

.20

.25

210

.80

Variables
Level of Regard

Unconditionality
of Regard

Note. BLRI = Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory

Teacher Support Scale (TSS) is comprised of four subscales, measuring perceived
support from “most teachers” in the school: 8 items for Invested, 5 for Positive Regard, 5
for Expectations, and 3 for Accessibility. Each item is scored on a range of 1 (“strongly
agree”) to 5 (“strongly disagree”). Mean scores and standard deviations of the four
subscales were as follows: Invested (M = 4.39, SD = .63), Positive Regard (M = 4.48,
SD = .58), Expectations (M = 4.67, SD = .45), and Accessible (M = 4.28, SD = .74). The
values from this sample are all within one standard deviation of, and therefore
comparable with those reported by Metheny et al. (2008): Invested (M = 3.76, SD =
0.78); Positive Regard (M = 3.95, SD = 0.81) Expectations (M = 4.13, SD = 0.76) and
Accessible (M = 3.69, SD = 0.94) and were also close to those reported in the literature
for the original TSS (McWhirter, 1996).
The 14-item RAPS_S: Experiences of Teacher Support, yielded a composite
mean score of 3.38 (SD = .41). The RAPS-S: Experiences of Teacher Support measures
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students’ perceived in-class teacher support on a scoring range of 1 (“Not at all true”), to
4 (“Very true”). These values were close to the Optimal Indicator mean score of 3.5
reported by the Institute of Research and Reform (1998), indicating optimal likelihood
for successful performance and adjustment to high school for this sample as a whole.
The mean and standard deviation for Psychological Sense of School Membership
(PSSM) for the present sample were M = 3.50 (SD = .48). The PSSM is an 18-item
single scale measure with a scoring range from 1 (“Very untrue”) to 5 (“Very true”).
These values are within the range of the PSSM scale midpoint of 3.0 that marks the
belonging/alienation “tipping point” below which students are identified as at risk of low
commitment to education and social integration (Goodenow, 1993). This mean score
suggests that, on average, this sample experienced some belongingness or psychological
membership/connectedness with their high school community. Furthermore, the current
sample scored within a similar range with three middle and junior high school samples
with mean scores ranging from 3.11 to 3.86 and with standard deviations of .70, to .72
reported by Goodenow (1993).
The total score mean was 20.78 (SD = 3.94.), for the 5-item School
Connectedness Scale (SCS). The SCS response options using 5-point Likert-type scales,
ranged from 1 (“strongly agree”) to 5 (“strongly disagree”). Responses were summed,
and the scale was reverse-coded so a higher score reflected greater connectedness
(McNeeley et al., 2002). Thus, the values obtained in the current sample suggest that on
average, the current sample felt fairly strong emotional bonds with their high school
communities (greater connectedness) (Furlong et al., 2011; M = 15.2 to 17.2; SD = 4.10
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to 5.00). This is not surprising given that the current sample was enrolled in first year of
college, having been successful in high school.
The 5-item RAPS-S: Ongoing Engagement, a measure assessing the level of
students’ typical emotions, thought processes, and behavior evidenced within the course
of the school day (Institute for Research and Reform in Education, 1998), yielded a mean
score of 3.26 (SD = .45). Each item was scored on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (“Not
at all true”) to 4 (“Very true”). The mean of 3.27 falls between the two threshold levels
first identified by the Institute for Research and Reform in Education: the optimal level of
engagement, and the risk level of engagement. More specifically, Klem and Connell
(2004) developed threshold levels in a study examining links between teacher support,
engagement and academic success, with 2,430 pre -adolescent and adolescent sixth to
eighth graders (aged between 10 and 15 years). Thresholds for the adolescent sample
(sixth to eighth graders) differ from those of the elementary school sample, and are
considered a better comparison point for the present sample. For adolescents, a mean
score of 3.50 or higher on engagement items indicates an optimal level of engagement
(Klem & Connell, 2004). That is, students were to report “very true” to almost all
engagement scale items (e.g., “I try hard, pay attention, come prepared, try to figure out
what to do when something bad happens”) to achieve an optimal level (Klem & Connell,
2004). The engagement level was “At Risk,” if students obtained a mean score of less
than 3.00 or regularly reported the engagement indicators were, at best, only sort of true
(Klem & Connell, 2004). For the current sample, 25.7% scored below 3.00, the risk level
of engagement indicating disengagement from school (Klem & Connell, 2004). Those
who scored between the risk and optimal levels comprised 33.2% of the sample. Those
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who reached optimal levels comprised 41.1%.Thus, the values obtained in this sample
suggested average level of ongoing engagement. No other studies reporting use of the
RAPS-S: Ongoing Engagement scale with older adolescents were found in existing
literature.
For behavioral and emotional (engagement vs. disaffection) subscales of the
SEDS-S, a 20-item self-report measure of students’ emotions and their effort, attention,
and persistence or lack of; the means and standard deviations were M = 3.28 (SD = .52)
for Behavioral Engagement, and M = 3.24 (SD = .46) for Emotional Engagement. Each
item is scored on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (“Not at all true”) to 4 (“Very true”).
These values were comparable to those reported by Skinner, Kindermann, and Furrer
(2009), over the Fall and Spring semesters, respectively, as 3.2 and 3.7 (SD = .52 and
.57) for behavioral engagement, and M = 3.08 and 3.12 (SD = .52 and .55) for Emotional
engagement with a sample of third through sixth grade children. Taken all together, the
mean levels of the SEDS-S subscales and those of RAPS-S Ongoing Engagement,
indicate a mostly positively engaged, versus disaffected sample. In addition, these values
suggest that, on average, this sample exhibits emotional and behavioral forms of
engagement characterized by positive typical emotions, as well as thought processes
manifest in initiating and participation on learning activities; on more school schooldays
than not, (Klem & Connell, 2004; Skinner et al., 2009). No other studies reporting use of
this measure with adolescent or high school samples was found in the literature for any of
the student engagement measures used in this study.
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The means and standard deviations for the Academic Achievement variables were
as follows: 22.89 (SD = 4.70) for English ACT; 22.54 (SD = 4.68) for Math ACT; 22.65
(SD = 3.96) for ACT Composite; and, lastly, 3.50 (SD = .41) for GPA.
Hypothesis Testing
This section presents results for the research questions and hypotheses tested.
Research question1 explored whether differences in student perceptions of Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities predicted differences in students’ (a) Relational Experiences
(Perceived Global and In-Class Teacher Support); (b) Personal-Factors variables (School
Membership and Student Academic Engagement), and (c) Academic Achievement. In
addition, research question 1 explores whether hypothesized relationships between
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, Relational Experiences, Personal-Factors, and Academic
Achievement are moderated by Parentification. Results of the planned Path Analysis are
presented first, followed by the results of four 4-step hierarchical regressions. The
regressions were added as follow-up to unexpected findings from the planned Path
Analysis. Both the Path Analysis and the regressions were guided by a revised conceptual
model following decisions to omit measures based on preliminary analysis results (see
Figure 3).
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Note:
BLRI =Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory;
RAPS = Research Assessment Package for schools
Figure 3. Revised Path Diagram for hypothesized relationships.

Hypothesis 1(a) posited that Teacher Attitudinal Qualities (BRLI scales) of
Empathy, Congruence, Regard and Unconditionality of Regard significantly predict
Students’ relational experiences (Perceived Teacher Support); Students’ self-system
processes (School Membership and Student Academic Engagement); and Students’
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learning outcomes (Academic Achievement). Path Analysis was utilized to examine
hypothesized direct and indirect relationships between the variables, as depicted in the
model. Specifically, to examine if differences in teacher attitudinal qualities (BRLI
scales) predicted differences in (a) Students’ relational experiences, (b) Students’
personal factors, and (c) Students’ learning outcomes. The model tested was modified
from the originally proposed model due to missing data and low alphas on some
measures. More specifically, the following variables were omitted prior to testing the
model. Teacher Expectations (Relational Experience variable measured by TES scales);
Teacher Differential Treatment (also a Relational Experience variable measured by TTI
scales); and the Teacher Report of Student Engagement (an Academic Engagement
variable measured by the RAPS_T) were dropped due to excessive missing data; Report
of Teacher Bonding scale was dropped due to low alpha. The revised hypothesized model
is depicted in Figure 3 above. Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, the two exogenous variables
in the model, are represented by the two sets of BLRI scales: BLRIE for English teachers
and BLRIM for Math teachers. Perceived Teacher Support, a latent variable, is depicted
as a full-scale variable with two components, In-Class Teacher Support and Global
Teacher Support. Next is the latent variable of School Membership with two indicators of
Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM) and School Connectedness Scale
(SCS), followed by the latent variable of Student Academic Engagement and, lastly, the
outcome variable of Academic Achievement. Indicators for Academic Engagement are
Overall Engagement, Overall Disaffection and RAP_S: Ongoing Engagement. Indicators
for Academic Achievement are High School GPA, ACT English and ACT Math.
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The results of the revised hypothesized model are presented in Figure 4 below.
The overall fit was considered “good” with several fit indexes meeting or exceeding cutoff points, (TLI = .95, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .05, and PCLOSE = .65). However,
inspection of the solution revealed an unexpected and inadmissible path coefficient
between Academic Engagement and Academic Achievement depicting a low negative,
theoretically and empirically unsupported relationship between these variables ( = –.10).
For this reason, while the overall fit was considered to be very good, with strong beta
coefficients for some theoretically supported paths, the overall model was rejected as
implausible. A possible explanation for this irregularity is likely to be the restricted
variance observed in achievement data owing to sampling limitations due to all
participants being academically successful enough to be admitted to college, thereby
restricting range for ACT and GPA scores. Furthermore, as a result of the model’s failure
to explain theoretically supported relationships, Hypothesis 1(b) postulating that there
would be significantly stronger effects, indicated by larger path coefficients for nonadultified learners could not be tested. Accordingly, alternative means for examining core
aspects of hypotheses 1(a) and 1(b) were employed. More specifically, hierarchical
regressions were conducted to further explore contributions of teacher attitudinal
qualities, students’ relational experiences, and students’ personal-factors varaibles on
student achievement. In these exploratory follow up analyses, p = .05 was used as the cut
off for statistical significance.
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Note. BLRIE = English Teachers Attitudinal Qualities; BLRIM = Math Teachers Attitudinal Qualities;
Global = Global teacher support as measured by Teacher Support Scale (TSS); Inclass = In-Class teacher
support as measured by RAPS-S Experiences of Teacher Support, Support = Perceived Teacher Support;
Membrshp = School Membership; Engagemt = Academic Engagement; Achiev = Academic Achievement.

Figure 4. Final model for direct and indirect effects among variables.

The hierarchical regressions were set up to understand contributions to
achievement beyond those accounted for by engagement. This strategy was employed
because of the strong existing evidence for the relationship between engagement and
achievement (Connell et al., 1995; Fredricks et al., 2004; Skinner et al., 1990), though the
relationship in this sample is not strong. Four separate 4-step hierarchical regressions
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were conducted using a different measure of academic achievement as the dependent
variable in each. The first hierarchical regression analysis examined the contributions of
Academic Engagement, Experiences of Teacher Support and School Membership,
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Parentification on English ACT score. The second
analysis examined the contributions of Academic Engagement, Experiences of Teacher
Support and School Membership, Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Parentification on
Math ACT score. The third hierarchical regression examined the contributions of
Academic Engagement, Experiences of Teacher Support and School Membership,
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Parentification on the Composite ACT score. The
fourth and last hierarchical regression examined the contributions of Academic
Engagement, Experiences of Teacher Support and School Membership/Connectedness,
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Parentification on GPA score. It is worth noting that in
all the regressions, unlike In-Class Teacher Support that is examined as an overall scale;
Global Teacher Support is examined by each of the four subscales: Involvement, Positive
Regards, Expectations, and Accessibility. The results for each of these hierarchical
regressions are presented in the following order: first, the overall fit and then examination
of R-squares and betas. The overall fit is examined using statistical significance of, and
variance accounted for, by the full model. This is followed by examination of R-square
change and statistically significant betas at each step in the analysis. Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8
present the result for each hierarchical regression respectively.
The overall regression equation including all four sets of variables of Academic
Engagement, School membership, English Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and
Parentification, on English ACT score was statistically significant (F(15, 176) = 2.59,
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p < .01). Taken together these four sets of variables explained 18% of the variance in
ACT English scores. In the first step, the Academic engagement variables—Overall
Engagement, Overall Disaffection , and Ongoing Engagement—accounted for a
significant amount of variance in ACT English scores (R2 = .04, F(3,188) = 2.78,
p = .04). In step one, the beta value for Overall Engagement was the strongest

= –.23

(p = .03). At step two, R-square change after entry of the Relational Experiences
variables—In-Class Teacher Support (as measured by the RAPS_S), Global Teacher
Support (as measured by the TSS) and School Membership/Connectedness—was not
significant (ΔR2 = .05, F change (7,181) = .155, p = .15); though the overall model was
significant (R2= .10, F(10,181) = 1.93, p = .04. In step two, Overall Engagement
remained a strong contributor with the highest beta value

= –.29, (p = .01), followed by

In-Class Teacher Support ( = –.24, p = .02). In step three, entry of English Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities variables (BLRI scales for English teachers only) explained a
statistically significant amount of additional variance on ACT English scores (ΔR2 = .07,
F(4,177) = 3.6, p = .01). Step three beta values for Overall Engagement and In-Class
Teacher Support remained strong and significant ( = –.25, p =.03 and

= .22, p = .03,

respectively), with Unconditionality of Regard being the only Teacher Attitudinal
Qualities variable contributing significantly at this step ( = –.30, p < .01). At the fourth
and final step, entry of Parentification did not yielded a significant R square change (ΔR2
= .02, F change (1,176) = 3.50, p = .06). However, as already noted, the overall model
was significant. In this final step, only Overall Engagement, and Unconditionality of
Regard remained significant contributors ( = –.24, p = .03; and

= –.31, p < .01,

respectively). Thus, the only variable that made a significant contribution, over and above
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engagement, in the final model was Unconditionality of Regard. In-Class Teacher
Support, Congruence, and Parentification made additional noteworthy contributions, with
p-values slightly above the .05 cut-off point and moderate beta coefficients:
p < .06 for In-Class Teacher Support;

= .15, p < .06 for Congruence, and

= .20,
= –.13,

p < .06 for Parentification. More specifically, it is worth noting that while the coefficients
and p values are not very strong for Parentification, the noticeable negative contribution
to ACT English scores; indicating lower ACT scores for parentified learners, warrants
further exploration of potential group differences in achievement outcomes for adultified
learners.

Table 5
Four-Step Hierarchical Regression of Academic Engagement, Experiences of Teacher
Support and School Membership, Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Parentification
on English ACT Scores
Tests of Significance

Change Statistics

F

Sig.

ΔR2

ΔF

df1

df2

Sig.

3

2.78

.04

0.04

2.78

3

188

.04

.10

10

1.94

.04

0.05

1.55

7

181

.15

.41

.16

14

2.49

<.01

0.07

3.60

4

177

.01

.42

.18

15

2.59

<.01

0.02

3.50

1

176

.06

Model

R

R2

Step 1

.21

.04

Step 2

.31

Step 3
Step 4

df

Note.
Step 1: ACADEMIC ENGAGEMENT VARIABLES :Overall Disaffection, Ongoing
Engagement, Overall Engagement;
Step 2: ADD TEACHER SUPPORT AND SCHOOL MEMBERSHIP VARIABLES: Teacher
Support Scale (Involvement), School Connectedness Scale, RAPS_S (Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support), Teacher Support Scale (Accessibility), Psychological, Sense of
School Membership, Teacher Support Scale (Expectations), Teacher Support Scale (Positive
Regard);
Step 3: ADD TEACHER ATTITUDINAL QUALITIES: English Congruence, English
Unconditionality of Regard, English Level of Regard, English Empathy;
Step 4: ADD PARENTIFICATION: Parentification
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The overall regression equation for the four sets of variables on Math ACT scores
was statistically significant (F(15, 175) = 2.59, p < 01). Taken together the four sets of
variables explained 18% of the variance in Math ACT. In step one, the Academic
engagement variables—Overall Engagement, Overall Disaffection, and Ongoing
Engagement—accounted for a significant amount of variance in ACT Math scores
(R2 = .09, F(3,187) = 6.06, p < .01). Beta coefficients revealed Overall Engagement and
Overall Disaffection as unique predictors in ACT Math at step one with
(p < .01) for Overall Engagement, and

= –.30

= .34, (p < .01) for Overall Disaffection. At step

two, R-square change was not significant after entry of the Relational Experiences
variables—In-Class Teacher Support, Global Teacher Support, and School
Membership—(ΔR2 = .04, F(7,180) = 1.05, p = .40); however, the overall model was
significant (R2 = .12, F(10,180) = 2.56, p < .01). In step two, Overall Engagement
remained a strong predictor with the highest beta value

= –.33, (p < .01), followed by

Overall Disaffection ( = .29, p < 01.). In step three, R-square change was also not
significant after entry of Math Teacher Attitudinal Qualities/BLRI scales (ΔR2 = .03,
F(4,176) = 1.38, p = .24) while the overall model was statistically significant (R2 = .15,
F(14,176) = 2.24, p < .01). In step three, Overall Engagement was still a strong predictor
of ACT Math, with the highest beta value

= –.33 (p < .01), followed by Overall

Disaffection ( = .28, p = .01). In the final step, entry of Parentification was found to
explain a statistically significant amount of additional variance in ACT Math scores with
a significant R-square change (ΔR2 = .03, F change (1,175) = 6.59, p = .01). Examination
of beta coefficients, in the final model, revealed Parentification to be the only significant
predictor in Math academic achievement, over and above Academic Engagement

111
= –.18 (p = .01). Unconditionality of Regard, a teacher

variables with a beta value of

attitude variable, made an additional contribution, albeit with a weak p value ( = –.16,
(p = .07), thus partially supporting the expectation that teacher attitudes will matter and
warranting further exploration of the relationship between Math Achievement and
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities.

Table 6
Four-Step Hierarchical Regression of Academic Engagement, Experiences of Teacher
Support and School Membership, Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Parentification
on Math ACT Scores
Tests of
Significance
df
F
Sig.

ΔR2

ΔF

df1

df2

Sig.

<.01

.09

6.06

3

187

<.01

2.56

.01

.04

1.05

7

180

.40

14

2.24

.01

.03

1.38

4

176

.24

15

2.59

<.01

.03

6.59

1

175

.01

R

R2

Step 1

.30

.09

3

6.06

Step 2

.35

.12

10

Step 3

.39

.15

Step 4

.43

.18

Model

Change Statistics

Note.
Step 1: ACADEMIC ENGAGEMENT VARIABLES :Overall Disaffection, Ongoing
Engagement, Overall Engagement;
Step 2: ADD TEACHER SUPPORT AND SCHOOL MEMBERSHIP VARIABLES: Teacher
Support Scale (Involvement), School Connectedness Scale, RAPS_S (Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support), Teacher Support Scale (Accessibility), Psychological, Sense of
School Membership, Teacher Support Scale (Expectations), Teacher Support Scale (Positive
Regard);
Step 3: ADD TEACHER ATTITUDINAL QUALITIES: Math Congruence, Math
Unconditionality of Regard, Math Level of Regard, Math Empathy;
Step 4: ADD PARENTIFICATION: Parentification

The overall regression equation for the four sets of variables on ACT Composite
score was statistically significant (F(19, 170) = 2.76, p < .01). The variables explained
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22% of the variance in ACT Composite scores. In step one, Academic Engagement
variables—Overall Engagement, Overall Disaffection, and Ongoing Engagement—
accounted for a significant amount of variance in ACT Composite scores (R2 = .09,
F(3,186) = 5.88, p <.01). Overall Engagement and Overall Disaffection were found to be
significant unique predictors in Academic Achievement as measured by ACT Composite
( = –.31, p < .01, and

= .33, p < .01, respectively). At step two, R-square change was

not significant after entry of relational experience variables—In-Class Teacher Support,
Global Teacher Support, and School Membership (ΔR2 = 05, F change (7,179) = 1.62,
p = .13); however, the overall model was statistically significant (R2 = .14, F(10, 179) =
2.94, p < .01). In step two, Overall Engagement remained a strong contributor with the
highest beta value

= –.33 (p = .01), followed by Overall Disaffection ( = .27, p =.01),

and In-Class Teacher Support ( = .20, p = .04). In step 3, R-square change after entry of
the Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables for both English and Math teachers was not
significant (ΔR2 = .06, (F change (8,171) = 1.68, p = .11). However, the overall model
was significant at this step was significant (R2 =.20, F(18,171) = 2.43, p < .01). In step
three, Overall Engagement, and Overall Disaffection remained strong predictors of ACT
Composite score ( = –.31, p < .01, and

= .25, p = .02, respectively) while

Unconditionality of Regard (English) was added as a new predictor at this step ( = –.22,
p = .04). In the final step, Parentification was found to explain a significant additional
variance in the variance of ACT Composite score. R-square change after entry of
Parentification was significant (ΔR2 = .02, F change (1, 170) = 4.27, p = .04). In the final
model, the four variables with the strongest beta coefficients were: the two engagement
variables of Overall Engagement and Overall Disaffection, Unconditionality of Regard
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(English), and Parentification with Beta values as follows:
engagement;

= .25 (p = .02) for Overall disaffection;

Unconditionality of Regard—English; and

= –.29 (p = .01) for Overall

= –.22 (p = .04) for

= –.15 (p = .04) for Parentification. While

the contribution made Global Teacher Support (Involvement) did not reach statistical
significance at p < .05 level, it is noteworthy and warrants further exploration. The betas
were relatively strong across steps two, three, and four ( = .24, p =.08 at step two; and
= .25, p = .07 at both steps three and four). Taken together, the three regression
analyses with ACT scores as dependent variables underscore the importance of Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities, In-Class and Global Teacher support, and Parentification for
Academic Achievement as measured by test scores.
Using GPA as the dependent variable, the overall regression equation for the four
sets of variables of Academic Engagement, School Membership/Connectedness, Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities and Parentification, was not statistically significant (F(19, 172) =
1.18, p = .28). Although step one yielded a statistically significant R2 for the Academic
Engagement variables—Overall Engagement, Overall Disaffection, and Ongoing
Engagement (R2 = .04, F(3,188) = .2.87, p = .04), the addition of variables in subsequent
steps yielded non-significant models. In addition, none of the subsequent steps in this
analysis accounted for a significant amount of additional variance in the GPA score. In
step one, the variables accounted for 12% of variance in GPA scores. Overall
Engagement, and Overall Disaffection, were the variables found to be significant unique
predictors of GPA score at this step with beta coefficients of
= .28 (p = .01), respectively.

= –.21 (p = .05), and
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Table 7
Four-Step Hierarchical Regression of Academic Engagement, Experiences of Teacher
Support and School Membership, Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Parentification
on Composite ACT Score
ANOVA
F

Sig.

ΔR2

ΔF

df1

df2

Sig.

3

5.88

<.01

.09

5.88

3

186

.00

.14

10

2.94

<.01

.05

1.62

7

179

.10

.45

.20

18

2.43

<.01

.06

1.68

8

171

.01

.47

.22

19

2.57

<.01

.02

4.22

1

170

.04

R

R2

Step 1

.29

.09

Step 2

.38

Step 3
Step 4

Model

Change Statistics

df

Note.
Step 1: ACADEMIC ENGAGEMENT VARIABLES :Overall Disaffection, Ongoing
Engagement, Overall Engagement;
Step 2: ADD TEACHER SUPPORT AND SCHOOL MEMBERSHIP VARIABLES: Teacher
Support Scale (Involvement), School Connectedness Scale, RAPS_S (Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support), Teacher Support Scale (Accessibility), Psychological, Sense of
School Membership, Teacher Support Scale (Expectations), Teacher Support Scale (Positive
Regard);
Step 3: ADD TEACHER ATTITUDINAL QUALITIES: English Congruence, Math
Unconditionality of Regard, English Empathy, Math Level of Regard;
Step 4: ADD PARENTIFICATION: Parentification
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Table 8
Four-Step Hierarchical Regression of Academic Engagement, Experiences of Teacher
Support and School Membership, Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Parentification
on High School GPA
Tests of Significance
R

R2

Step 1

.21

.04

3

2.87

.04

Step 2

.29

.08

10

1.64

Step 3

.34

.11

18

Step 4

.34

.12

19

Model

df

F

Sig.

Change Statistics
ΔR2

F Change

df1

df2

Sig.

.04

2.87

3

188

.04

.10

.04

1.11

7

181

.36

1.24

.24

.03

.76

8

173

.64

1.18

.28

.01

.20

1

172

.65

Note.
Step 1: ACADEMIC ENGAGEMENT VARIABLES :Overall Disaffection, Ongoing
Engagement, Overall Engagement;
Step 2: ADD TEACHER SUPPORT AND SCHOOL MEMBERSHIP VARIABLES: Teacher
Support Scale (Involvement), School Connectedness Scale, RAPS_S (Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support), Teacher Support Scale (Accessibility), Psychological, Sense of
School Membership, Teacher Support Scale (Expectations), Teacher Support Scale (Positive
Regard);
Step 3: ADD TEACHER ATTITUDINAL QUALITIES: English Congruency, Math
Unconditionality of Regard, English Empathy, Math Level of Regard;
Step 4: ADD PARENTIFICATION: Parentification

Taken together, the regression results show several variables that contribute
significantly to Academic Achievement, as measured by ACT scores, over and above
Academic Engagement. First the results reveal the significant contribution of Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities, specifically Unconditionality of Regard. While Unconditionality of
Regard contributes significantly for higher academic achievement for both English and
Math, Congruence made a limited contribution, only for English (p = .06). Beta
coefficients for Unconditionality of Regard reveal a negative association with Academic
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Achievement showing higher ACT scores when students perceive less levels of
Unconditionality of Regard from their teachers. This finding was unexpected and appears
inconsistent with theoretical underpinnings of this study, warranting further exploration.
Beta values for Congruence, on the other hand, reveal a positive association between the
variable and academic achievement showing that stronger perceptions of teachers as
congruent are likely to increase Academic Achievement levels. Secondly, the results
highlight positive contribution by relational experiences such as perceptions of involved
teacher support—a Global School Teacher Support variable as measured by Teacher
Support Scale (TSS)— to Academic Achievement as measured by ACT Composite
scores (p = .07). Beta values show a positive association between the level of the teacher
involvement (Global Teacher Support Involvement), and Academic Achievement,
indicating the likelihood of higher academic achievement when teachers, in general, are
perceived to be involved in supportive ways. In contrast, the contribution made by InClass Teacher Support variables did not reach statistical significance. The reason for this
poor showing is unclear and warrants further investigation. Lastly, the results highlight
the contribution of Parentification and explicate the negative association of this home
process with Academic Achievement, warranting further examination of the influence of
Parentification in this data set. However, for Academic Achievement as measured by
GPA scores, hierarchical regression analysis did not reveal any further contributions by
the variables beyond Academic Engagement. In summary, first, the results underscore
three variables as important predictors in Academic Achievement: In-Class and Global
Teacher Support, specifically Teacher Involvement; and the Teacher Attitudinal variables
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of Unconditionality of Regard (English). Secondly, the results highlight the deleterious
effects of Parentification on overall Academic Achievement.
Research Question 2
The following section presents results of the canonical correlation analysis (CCA)
employed to answer research question number 2. This question was divided into three
parts. The first part explores contributions made by Teacher Attitudinal Qualities and
perceptions of Teacher Support (both Global and In-Class teacher support) on School
Membership and Academic Engagement. To determine if the home process of
adultification modified students’ sense of school membership, and their level of academic
engagement, Parentification was also included in the predictor variable set for these
analyses. Thus, the first part of question 2 explores the relationship between the predictor
set and criterion set to determine variables of central importance for Academic
Engagement. A series of canonical correlations are conducted to address the first part of
research question 2. Part two of this research question explores if there are any
differences in the effect size of Teacher Support (a predictor set variable) and School
Membership (a criterion set variable) on Student Academic Engagement. This part of
research question 2 is examined with bivariate correlations. The third and last part of
question 2 determines whether differences in effect size are significant for Parentified
learners. That is, whether the effects of teacher attitudes (BLRI scales) and Teacher
support on Students’ personal factors (School Membership and Student Academic
Engagement) are significantly different for Parentified learners. This information is
gleaned from the CCA results in part one. The results for each of the CCAs are presented
in the following order: First, the total number of functions yielded by the model is
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provided. Next, the amounts of variance (or squared canonical correlation) explained by
each function, followed by the total variance explained by the model collectively, are
presented. Lastly, functions that are statistically significant, or worthy of interpretation
will be identified, and variables that make strong contributions to each function will be
reported: predictor variables first, followed by the criterion set. Canonical and structure
coefficients used to determine variables of importance will also be reported for each
variable.
Hypothesis 2(a). This hypothesis posited that teacher attitudes and teacher
support have significant effects on the personal-factors variables (school membership and
academic engagement). Canonical correlations analyses were employed to determine the
influence of Teacher Attitudinal Qualities (BLRI scales), In-Class Teacher Support
(RAPS_S: Experiences of Teacher Support), and Global Teacher Support (TSS) on
Students’ Psychological Sense of Membership (PSSM) and Connectedness (SCS), and
their Academic Engagement (Behavioral Engagement, Emotional Engagement,
Behavioral Disaffection, Emotional Disaffection, and RAPS_S: Ongoing Engagement).
CCA results were used to distinguish variables of central importance for Engagement,
including both School Membership and Student Academic Engagement, and to examine
the contribution of adultification, specifically Parentification to Engagement.
Three canonical correlation analyses were planned with one set of variables as
predictors and another as criteria to evaluate the multivariate shared relationship between
the two variable sets. The predictor set comprised the Teacher Attitudinal Qualities
variables of Empathy, Congruence, Regard and Unconditionality of Regard (BLRI
scales), Global School/Teacher Support (TSS) and In-Class Teacher Support (RAPS_S:
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Experiences of Teacher Support) and Parentification. The criterion set was comprised of
the five Student Academic Engagement—Behavioral Engagement, Emotional
Engagement, Behavioral Disaffection, Emotional Disaffection, and Ongoing
Engagement—and two School Membership—Psychological Sense of School
Membership (PSSM) and School Connectedness (SCS)—variables. The first canonical
correlation focused on experiences with English teachers. The second analysis focused on
experiences with Math teachers. The third and last planned CCA included experiences
with both English and Math teachers.
Following presentation of results for the planned CCAs, another CCA focused
specifically on the contribution of Global Teacher Support variables is presented. This
additional analysis was conducted in order to further explore unexpected non-significant
results for these variables in the main CCAs. More specifically, this additional set of
analyses was conducted to see if the effect of Global Teacher Support variables was
being missed due to too much shared variance with other predictor variance. Thus, to
further understand the potential contribution of Global Teacher Support separate from InClass Teacher Support, a follow-up CCA was conducted. The CCA was performed with
Teacher Support variables, as measured by the four variables of Global Teacher Support
(Invested, Positive Regard, Expectations, and Accessibility), as the predictor set. The
criterion set comprised the four academic engagement variables of Behavioral
Engagement, Emotional Engagement, Behavioral Disaffection, and Emotional
Disaffection. Because of shared variance with the other engagement variables, Ongoing
Engagement was excluded from the criterion set. Parentification was added again to the
predictor set to further explore influence on the criterion set. Because of the main interest
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of the study in understanding variables of central importance to Student Academic
Engagement, School Membership variables were dropped from the criterion. In addition,
exclusion of School Membership would help control for Type 1 error, and increase
explanatory power of the model by limiting the degrees of freedom. Because of
significant differences found among English and Math teachers on BLRI subscales
warranting multiple sets of analyses to be run separately for the two teacher groups, three
CCA were explored, instead of only one including all groups, to understand if and how
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables made unique contributions. Furthermore, each
analyses appears to add unique and valuable information about the variables of interest as
it is demonstrated by results of functions two, and three where applicable.
The first planned analysis, with Teacher Attitudinal Qualities for English teachers
only, yielded seven functions with squared canonical correlations (Rc2) of .51, .18 .09,
.07, 05, .03, and .02 for each successive function. Collectively, the full model across all
functions was statistically significant: Wilks’s λ = .31, F(84, 1196) = 3.00, p < .001.
Because Wilks’s λ represents the variance unexplained by the model, 1– λ yields the full
model effect size in an r2 metric (Sherry & Henson, 2005). Thus, for the set of seven
canonical functions, the r2 type effect size was .69, which indicates that the full model
explained a substantial portion, about 69%, of the variance shared between the variable
sets.
As noted, the full model (Functions 1 to 7) was statistically significant, with a
large effect size. Thus the model sufficiently captures the relationship between the
variable sets. However, the dimension reduction analysis, which allows for testing of the
hierarchal arrangement of functions for statistical significance, revealed functions 2 to 7,
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as the only other significant set of functions in the model, F(66, 1049) = 1.42, p =.02.
Thus, the variance explained by the remaining functions (functions 3 to 7 through
function 7) was not statistically significant. Given the Rc2 effects for each function, only
the first two functions were considered noteworthy in the context of this study. These
functions accounted for 51% and 17.6% of shared variance, respectively. The remaining
five functions (function 3 through function 7) each explained less than 10% of variance.
Table 9 presents the standardized canonical function coefficients and structure
coefficients for functions 1 and 2 using the English teacher data. The squared structure
coefficients are also given as well as the communalities (h2) across the two functions for
each variable. Examination of function 1 coefficients reveals that relevant predictor
variables were primarily the two forms of In-Class Teacher Support (Teacher
Involvement, and Teacher Autonomy Support); and one Teacher Attitudinal Quality
variable of Empathy. Teacher Structure—third In-Class Teacher Support variable, and
the two English Teacher Attitudinal Qualities of Regard and Unconditionality of Regard,
made secondary contributions to the predictor variate. This conclusion was supported by
the structure coefficients showing all the In-Class Teacher Support variables having
strong positive contributions to the predictor variate with rs = .897 for Involvement;
rs = .818 for Autonomy support; and rs = .697 for Teacher Structure. Of English Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities variables, Empathy had the strongest relationship with the predictor
variate with rs = .738, followed by Regard rs = .640, and Unconditionality of Regard
rs = .518. With the exception of Teacher Structure and Unconditionality of Regard, these
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities and student’s perceived In-Class Teacher Support variables
also yielded the strongest canonical function coefficients for the predictor set. The
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notably smaller function coefficients for Teacher Structure and Unconditionality of
Regard are likely due to multicollinearity among the teacher support scales and among
the teacher relational attitude scales.
Regarding the criterion variable set in function 1, all of the Academic
Engagement and School Membership variables contributed strongly to the criterion
variate. Psychological Sense of School Membership (rs = .921), Emotional Engagement
(rs = .725), and Emotional Disaffection (rs = .733) yielded the strongest structure
coefficients. Consistent with the structure coefficients, Psychological Sense of School
Membership yielded the strongest function coefficient of .54. The remaining coefficients
are smaller, reflecting multicollinearity among these variables with Behavioral
Engagement and Behavioral Disaffection yielding extremely small function coefficients,
suggesting their potential contribution to the relationship between the predictors and
criterion variables is redundant with one or more of the other engagement variables.
Function 1 results suggest that when students perceive their English teachers to be
involved and to support autonomy, while providing some structure (RAPS_S:
Experiences of Teacher Support subscales), and also perceive empathy and positive
regard (Regard and Unconditionality of Regard) from their teachers, they are more likely
to experience a sense of belonging/school membership and to demonstrate academic
engagement.
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Table 9
Canonical Solution for Students’ Personal-Factors Variables Predicting Students’
Academic Engagement, Psychological Sense of School Membership and Their
School Connectedness on Perceived English Teacher Attitudinal Qualities
and Teacher Support
Function 1

Function 2

rs

rs2 (%)

Coeff

rs

rs2(%)

h2

–.104

.640

40.96

–.409

.107

1.14

42.10

Empathy

.399

.738

54.46

1.477

.375

14.06

68.52

Unconditionality

.017

.518

26.83

–.431

–.070

.49

27.32

Congruence

–.038

.404

16.32

–.449

–.212

4.49

20.81

TSS
Involvement

–.136

.099

.98

.386

–.014

.01

.99

Pos. Regard

.105

.171

2.92

.095

–.030

.09

3.01

Expectations

.040

.100

1.00

–.603

–.270

7.29

8.29

Accessibility

–.041

.174

3.02

–.140

–.110

1.21

4.23

RAPS-S
Involvement

.490

.897

80.46

–.048

–.125

1.56

82.02

Aut. Support

.325

.818

66.91

.088

–.134

1.79

68.70

Structure

.094

.697

48.58

–.584

–.334

11.15

59.73

–.024

–.228

5.20

.071

.072

.51

5.71

Coeff
BLRI
Regard

Parentification
RC2

51.09%

17.49%

Engagement
Behavioral

.024

.665

44.22

–.151

2.28

46.50

Emotional

.215

.725

52.56

.420

–.020

.04

52.60

–.015

.629

39.56

.266

.163

2.65

42.21

Emotional

.181

.733

53.73

–.566

–.262

6.86

60.59

Ongoing
Engagement

.186

.642

41.22

1.165

.411

16.89

58.11

Membership
PSSM

.537

.921

84.82

–.400

–.104

1.08

85.90

SCS

.144

.629

39.56

.495

.256

6.55

46.11

Disaffection
Behavioral

–1.12

Note. BLRI = Teacher Attitudinal Qualities; TSS = Teacher Support Scale; RAPS-S = Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support; PSSM = Psychological Sense of School Membership; SCS = School
Connectedness Scale
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Function 2 coefficients suggest an added contribution by Empathy, which is the
strongest contributor among the predictor variables in this function, indicated by a
moderate correlation to the predictor variate of this function (rs = .375). Another
moderate contribution to this functions is made by Teacher Structure (rs = .334). With
respect to the criterion variate, Ongoing Engagement makes the only strong contribution
(rs = .411). Empathy appears important for Ongoing Engagement, while teacher structure
appears negatively correlated to this very same variable. This finding suggests that when
students experience greater empathy from their English teachers, they are also likely to
report ongoing engagement. Importantly, function 2 highlighted the added influence of
empathy on ongoing engagement separate from that of composite engagement. Also,
function two highlights the negative, albeit mild, influence of perceived teacher structure
on ongoing engagement.
The second analysis, with Teacher Attitudinal Qualities for Math teachers only,
also yielded seven functions with Rc2 of .49, .15, .08, .06, .04, .02, and.01 for each
successive function. Collectively, the full model across all functions was statistically
significant: Wilks’s λ= .35, F(84, 1190) = 2.66, p < 01). Using the 1–λ strategy to
calculate the full model effect size in an r2 metric for the set of seven canonical functions,
the r2 type effect size was .65. This indicates that the full model explained a substantial
portion, about 65%, of the variance shared between the variable sets.
Thus, the full model (functions 1 to 7) was statistically significant, yielding a
large effect size that sufficiently explains the association between the variable sets.
However, the dimension reduction analysis testing the hierarchal arrangement of
functions for statistical significance indicated functions 1 to 7 as the only significant set
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of functions in the model. Although functions 2 to 7 failed to achieve statistical
significance in the dimension reduction analysis, function 2 is considered meaningful for
interpretation because of the size of the variance the function explains (above the 10% cut
off level). Hence, both functions 1 and 2 were considered a worthy contribution, and will
be interpreted, with variables contributing strongly to each highlighted.
Table 10 presents the standardized canonical function and structure coefficients,
as well as communalities for functions 1 and 2 using the Math teacher data. Inspection of
the function 1 structure coefficients, in the predictor set, revealed all three In-Class
Teacher Support variables (Involvement, Autonomy Support, and Structure) and the two
Math Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables of Regard and Empathy as the main
contributors. The In-Class Teacher Support variables of Involvement and Autonomy
Support made the highest contributions with stronger structure coefficients than all other
variables in the predictor set (rs = .912 , and rs = .851, respectively). Teacher Structure
(rs = .724) and the two Math Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables of Regard (rs = .535),
and Empathy (rs = .516) made a secondary contribution to the predictor variate. This
conclusion was supported by strong function coefficients, in the predictor set, for the InClass Teacher Support variables (.53 for Involvement, and .38 for Autonomy Support).
However, function coefficients for Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables were quite
small, likely reflecting multiconllinearity with the other attitudinal variables.
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Table 10
Canonical Solution for Students’ Personal Factors Predicting Students’ Sense of School
Membership and Their Academic Engagement on Perceived Math Teacher Attitudes
and Relational Support
Function 1

Function 2
rs2 (%)

Coeff

rs

rs2(%)

h2

Coeff

rs

BLRI
Regard

–.105

–.535

28.62

1.027

.132

1.74

30.36

Empathy

–.049

–.516

26.62

–.961

–.160

2.56

29.18

Unconditional

–.010

–.334

11.15

.357

.244

5.95

17.10

Congruence

.070

–.306

9.36

–.416

–.327

10.69

20.05

TSS
Involvement

.145

–.093

.86

–.429

–.056

.31

1.17

Pos, Regard

–.082

–.170

2.89

.075

.048

.23

3.12

Expectations

–.075

–.106

1.12

.446

.174

3.03

4.15

Accessibility

.013

–.183

3.34

.189

.134

1.79

5.13

RAPS-S
Involvement

–.534

–.913

83.35

–.519

–.159

2.53

85.88

Aut. Support

–.376

–.851

72.42

–.186

–.074

.55

79.97

Structure

–.142

–.724

52.41

.672

.366

13.39

65.80

.071

.283

8.00

–.157

–.092

.85

8.85

Parentfication
RC2

49.01%

14.57%

Engagement
Behavioral

–.139

–.647

41.86

1.532

.351

12.32

54.18

Emotional

–.095

–.683

46.64

–.864

–.199

3.96

50.60

Disaffection
Behavioral

–.002

–.613

37.57

–.833

–.266

7.07

44.64

–.255

–.759

57.61

.572

.065

.42

58.03

–.024

–.569

32.38

–.399

–.056

.31

32.69

Membership
PSSM

–.596

–.939

88.17

–.152

–.071

.50

88.67

SCS

–.127

–.604

36.48

.076

–.017

.03

36.51

Emotional
Ongoing
Engagement

Note. BLRI = Teacher Attitudinal Qualities; TSS = Teacher Support Scale; RAPS-S = Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support; PSSM = Psychological Sense of School Membership; SCS = School
Connectedness Scale
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Regarding the criterion variable set in function 1, all of the Student Academic
Engagement and School Membership variables contributed meaningfully to the criterion
variate. Psychological Sense of School Membership was the strongest contributor with
rs = .939, followed by Emotional Disaffection rs = .759. Secondary contributions were
made by Emotional Engagement (rs = .683), Behavioral Engagement (rs = .647),
Behavioral Disaffection (rs = .613); School Connectedness (rs = .604), and lastly,
Ongoing Engagement (rs = .569). Thus, as with English Academic Engagement, these
same engagement variables—Emotional Engagement and Emotional Disaffection—and
psychological sense of school membership contributed meaningfully using the Math
teacher data, with School Membership being the strongest contributor in the set. Function
coefficients supported a similar pattern with School Membership having the highest
coefficient in the set (.59), followed by Emotional Disaffection (.25). All other Academic
Engagement variables, however, have moderate to small function coefficients, likely due
to multicollinearity among these variables. Function 1 results highlight the important
roles of the In-Class Teacher Support variables (Teacher Involvement, Teacher
Autonomy Support, and Teacher Structure) and Math Teacher Attitudinal Qualities
(Empathy and Regard) for all the engagement variables, particularly Psychological Sense
of School Membership.
Function 2 predictor set structure coefficients, on the other hand, highlight the
third In-Class Teacher Support variable—Teacher Structure—as the highest contributor
in the set (rs = .366). This function also adds the role of Congruence, among Math
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables, and highlights this variable as the next strongest
contributor in the predictor set (rs = –.327). Inspection of function coefficients supports
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this observation with Teacher Structure having a high coefficient (.67); and Congruence
as well (.41).
In the criterion set, only Behavioral Engagement appears to make a meaningful
contribution to function 2, yielding a moderate structure coefficient (rs = .351), and a
very strong function coefficient (1.5). Function 2 yields two noteworthy findings: the
additional contribution of Teacher Structure for supporting Behavioral Engagement, and
the association of Congruence with diminished Behavioral Engagement. Taken together,
these results suggest that behavioral and emotional engagement, as well as school
membership and connectedness are mostly reported by students when teachers are
perceived to be involved, and autonomy promoting within reasonably provided structure.
Also important is the finding that while teachers may regard direct, open, and honest
attitudes (congruency) as critical in Math teaching, this attitude is found to be enhancing,
to a certain level (function 1), and then to diminish behavioral engagement at a certain
point (function 2 result). This result appears to have poignant implications for teaching of
mathematics and perhaps how feedback and student’s progress in Math tasks are
communicated to the student for behavioral engagement to increase. The complexity of
this finding underscores the need to investigate further the mediating effect of Empathy
and Regard in teacher-student relationships for Math academic engagement. In addition,
because the structure coefficients for all academic engagement and school membership
variables shared the same sign with all the meaningful teacher support and teacher
attitudinal variables, this means Math engagement increases when perceptions of teacher
involvement, teacher support of student autonomy, structure, and teacher attitudes of
empathy and regard are enhanced.
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In the third and final planned CCA, including student perceptions of Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities for both English and Math teachers, the seven functions yielded Rc2
values of .52, .21, .13, .09, .07, .04, and .03. Collectively, the full model across all
functions was statistically significant: Wilks’s λ= .26, F(112, 1225) = 2.55, p < .01. The
full model effect size calculated using 1- λ was .74, indicating the full model explained
74.2% of the variance shared between the two sets of variables in the model. The
dimension reduction analysis test of the hierarchical arrangement of functions for
statistical significance revealed that functions 2 to 7 also accounted for a statistically
significant amount of additional variance F(90, 1069) = 1.38, p = .01. Also, based on the
amount of variance accounted for, function 3 represented a considerable amount of
additional variance (13%), and was considered worthy for interpretation using the
minimum variance level cut-off point of 10%. Thus, these three functions are considered
noteworthy in the context of this study explaining 52%, 20%, and 12% of variance,
respectively.
Standardized canonical function coefficients and structure coefficients for
functions 1, 2, and 3 are presented in Table 11 below. The squared structure coefficients
are also given as well as the communalities (h2) across the three functions for each
variable. Examination of function 1 predictor structure coefficients reveals the two InClass Teacher Support variables of Involvement and Autonomy Support, and the English
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variable of Empathy were the strongest contributors (rs =
.883 and .819 for respective In-Class Teacher Support variables, and rs = .729 for English
Empathy). Secondary contributions, in the predictor set, were made by Teacher Structure
(rs = .689) and four Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables as follows: English Regard
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(rs = .631), Math Regard (rs = .528), Math Empathy (rs = .513), and English
Unconditionality of Regard (rs = .512). When considered using the .30, rather than the
.45 structure coefficient level cut-off point, then all Teacher Attitudinal Qualities
variables make meaningful contribution with English Congruence (rs = .399), Math
Congruence (rs = .306) and Math Unconditionality (rs = .315) all contributing above .30.
Thus, the now familiar pattern of strong contribution by In-Class Teacher Support and
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables, in the predictor set, is observed in this function.
However, inspection of function coefficients confirms only Involvement, Autonomy
Support, and English Empathy as strong contributors in the predictor set (with functions
coefficients of .42, for Involvement, .31 for Teacher Structure, and .38 for English
Empathy), with Teacher Structure and the rest of the Teacher Attitudinal Qualities
variables having smaller function coefficients.
Similarly, examination of the criterion set structure coefficients highlighted all the
variables in the set as meaningful contributors. Structure coefficients were all moderate to
strong, with the strongest contribution made by Psychological Sense of School
Membership (rs = .929) as well as Emotional Disaffection (rs = .725). Secondary
contributions were made by Emotional Engagement, Behavioral Engagement, and
Behavioral Disaffection (rs = .692, rs = .669 and rs = .633, respectively), Ongoing
Engagement (rs = .650), and School Connectedness (rs = .646). Inspection of function
coefficients supported most of the variables as meaningful contributors, with
Psychological Sense of School Membership making the highest contribution with a
structure coefficient of .552. The other variables had moderate coefficients, with
Behavioral Engagement and Behavioral Disaffection having the smallest coefficients,

Table 11
Standardized Canonical and Structure Coefficients for Functions 1, 2, and 3 for Students’ Personal-Factors Variables Predicting
Students’ Sense of School Membership and Their Academic Engagement on Perceived Teacher Attitudes and Relational Support

BLRI (English)
Regard
Empathy
Unconditionality
Congruence
BLRI (Math)
Regard
Empathy
Unconditionality
Congruence
TSS
Involvement
Pos. Regard
Expectations
Accessibility
RAPS-S
Involvement
Aut. Support
Structure
Parentification
RC2

Coeff

Function 1
rs

.100
–.388
–.021
.010

–.631
–.729
–.512
–.399

39.81
53.14
26.21
15.92

–.317
1.207
–.333
–.500

Function 2
rs
.
070
.303
–.079
–.192

–.156
–.032
.014
.070

–.528
–.513
–.315
–.306

27.88
26.32
9.92
9.36

–.426
.480
–.143
.412

.003
.179
–.161
.238

.00
3.20
2.59
5.66

–1.003
.568
–.285
.201

–.374
–.181
–.291
.017

13.99
3.28
8.47
.03

41.87
32.80
20.98
15.05

.137
–.103
–.044
.047

–.090
–.166
–.091
–.171

.81
2.75
.83
2.92

.245
.109
–.524
–.095

.012
–.019
–.234
–.100

.01
.04
5.47
1.00

.278
–.186
.247
–.422

.109
–.010
.160
–.156

1.19
.00
2.56
2.43

2.01
2.79
8.86
6.35

–.425
–.314
–.075
.057

–.883
–.819
–.689
.265

77.97
67.08
47.47
7.02

.020
.007
–.546
.130

–.079
–.096
–.343
.072

.62
.92
11.70
.52

.784
.270
–.355
.220

.269
.122
–.192
.162

7.24
1.49
3.69
2.62

85.83
69.49
62.86
10.16

rs2 (%)

Coeff

52%

Function 3
rs

rs2 (%)

Coeff

.49
9.18
.62
3.69

.120
–.732
.358
–.038

–.072
–.192
.062
–.039

.52
3.69
.38
.15

40.82
66.01
27.21
19.76

21%

rs2 (%)

h2(%)

12.6%
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Table 11—Continued

Engagement
Behavioral
Emotional
Disaffection
Behavioral
Emotional
Ongoing Engagement
Membership
PSS
SCS

Coeff

Function 1
rs

Function 2
rs

rs2 (%)

Coeff

–.063
–.131

–.669
–.692

44.76
47.88

–1.273
.501

–.208
.004

4.33
.00

–.622
1.038

.012
–.185
–.192

–.633
–.725
–.650

40.06
52.56
42.25

.517
–.621
1.005

.242
–.236
.354

5.86
5.57
12.53

–.552
–.158

–.929
–.646

86.30
41.73

–.299
.388

–.077
.212

.59
4.49

rs2 (%)

Coeff

Function 3
rs

rs2 (%)

h2(%)

–.203
.427

4.12
18.23

53.21
66.11

.520
–.493
–.638

–.005
–.034
–.358

.00
.11
12.82

45.92
58.24
67.60

.512
–.519

.126
–.238

1.59
5.66

88.48
51.88

Note. BLRI = Teacher Attitudinal Qualities; TSS = Teacher Support Scale; RAPS-S = Student Report of Experienced Teacher Support; PSSM = Psychological
Sense of School Membership; SCS = School Connectedness Scale

132

133
a likely result of multicollinearity among the engagement scales. Function 1 results are
consistent with those reported in previous analyses and support the importance of English
Empathy, Teacher Involvement and Teacher Autonomy support for enhanced
Psychological Sense of School Membership. Most importantly, this function explicates
how the relational attitude (Empathy) and relational support variables (Teacher Support)
are important, for Emotional Engagement (and Disaffection) and for School Membership
(Psychological Sense of School Membership).
Function 2 explains 21% of variance, and interpretation is also supported by the
dimension reduction analysis. In function 2, structure coefficients for the predictor set
suggest Teacher Structure (rs = –.343), and English Empathy (rs = .303), as the strongest
contributors to the predictor variate. Inspection of function coefficients for each of these
variables supports this suggestion with a moderately strong coefficient for Teacher
Structure (.55), and a very strong coefficient for English Empathy (1.20). In the criterion
set, only Ongoing Engagement appears to make a meaningful contribution, yielding a
moderate structure coefficient (rs = .355), and a very strong function coefficient (1.00).
This result further supports previous findings highlighting higher levels of Empathy
(English) for enhanced Ongoing Engagement. Again Teacher Structure is negatively
associated with Ongoing Engagement, supporting the finding for English Academic
Engagement, function 2.
Function 3 structure coefficients suggest only Math Regard as a variable of
importance in the predictor set (rs = .374). However, examination of structure coefficients
revealed a very strong function coefficient, supporting the strength of the contribution
made by Math Regard to the predictor variate (–1.00). On the other hand, criterion

134
structure coefficients suggest Emotional Engagement (rs = .427), in addition to Ongoing
Engagement (rs = –.354) as meaningful contributors in the set; these findings are
supported by strong function coefficients for both variables as well (1.03 and –.64,
respectively). Thus, this function highlights emotional engagement, in addition to
ongoing engagement, as another variable of importance for Math regard. Taken all
together, function 3 explicates the importance of high levels of Regard by Math Teachers,
for ongoing engagement over and above that for emotional engagement. Specifically, this
result underscores stronger ongoing, but diminished emotional, academic engagement
with enhanced positive regard from Math teachers. Interpretation of the negative
association between Emotional Engagement and Math Regard has to be done with
caution as this result is inconsistent with earlier reports of a strong positive association
between these variables (see Math function 1 results).This result also appears to parallel
the negative association of Teacher Structure with Ongoing Engagement revealed in
function 2 for English teachers and also function 2 for English and Math combined. One
possible explanation for these inconsistencies could be the weak significance level of
function 3.
Notwithstanding a few inconsistencies with theoretical explanations, the findings
are consistent in pointing out the contribution of In-Class Teacher Support and Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities variables in promoting a sense of school membership as well as
behavioral, emotional, and ongoing engagement at school, across all three analyses.
Essentially, the results are similar across functions with the few differences that are
summarized for each variable in the following paragraph. For English function 2, English
data CCA 1 and CCA 3 provide basically similar results, illustrating how English
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Empathy and Teacher Structure influence Ongoing Engagement (i.e., a positive
correlation with Empathy, and a negative correlation with Teacher Structure). For Math
teacher data, function 2 in CCA 2 is not as good a match for CCA 3 function 3. Unlike in
English, whereby these two functions provide similar information, in Math they present
different ideas (i.e., the importance of Congruence and Teacher Structure for Behavioral
Engagement; and the importance of Math Regard for Emotional Engagement and
Ongoing Engagement). The divergence and variation in findings may reflect the need for
a larger sample to increase explanatory power of the models. Further exploration is
warranted.
In all the above analyses, all three In-Class Teacher Support variables are shown
to matter for enhanced Student Academic Engagement and School Membership. More
specifically, all three analyses reveal Teacher Involvement and Teacher Autonomy
support are consistently positively associated with Student Academic Engagement and
School Membership. Also, an added influence of Teacher Structure on Behavioral
Engagement and on Ongoing Engagement, albeit with sharp inconsistencies in the
direction of the relationships across English and Math teacher groups is illustrated in all
the analyses. Also, For example, Teacher Structure appears moderately positively
associated with Ongoing Engagement in the first functions. The second function structure
correlations offer a different and an additional understanding of how this variable
contributes for Ongoing Engagement. In the second functions for both the English only
CCA, and for the English-and-Math combined CCA, Teacher Structure, is found to be
negatively associated with Ongoing Engagement. However, the second function for the
Math CCA reveals Teacher Structure positively associated with Behavioral Engagement.
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The meaning of this finding is not completely clear, but could be taken to suggest that,
when we look at Student Academic Engagement in the context of Math Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities, Teacher Structure is necessary, and has positive effects for both
Behavioral Engagement, and Ongoing Engagement, whereas when looking at Student
Academic Engagement associated with English Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, Teacher
Structure is deemed necessary only to a certain extent as it appears to impede Ongoing
Engagement at certain levels.
For Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, across all three analyses function 1 results
reveal mild to moderate positive association with Student Academic Engagement and
School Membership for all the variables. However, the results, when Teacher Attitudinal
Qualities data is inspected separately for Math and English teachers, explain
contributions made by different combinations of variables. Student Academic
Engagement, when examined in the context of English Teacher Attitudinal Qualities,
Regard, Empathy, and Unconditionality of Regard are highlighted as the three most
contributing attitudinal qualities for Student Academic Engagement and School
Membership (function 1 results). Empathy is found to have an additional contribution for
Ongoing Academic Engagement (English function 2 result) in this context. However,
when examined in the context of Math Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, only Regard and
Empathy are highlighted as the main contributors for StudentAcademic Engagement and
School Membership, (function1). Congruency, on the other hand, is highlighted in
function 2, with a negative association with Behavioral Engagement in the Math Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities context.
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In other words, inspection of the results, whether done by separate teacher
attitudinal data groups, or by looking at English and Math teacher attitudinal data in
combination, reveals that socio-emotional/interpersonal aspects of schooling, as
represented by Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, make additive rather than primary
contributions to Student Academic Engagement. As expected, the primary contribution
for stronger Academic Engagement is made by basic teaching-learning focused school
behaviors as represented by In-Class Teacher Support variables. For example,
Congruency made a mild negative contribution for Behavioral Engagement that was
neither expected, nor theoretically supported. When compared to teaching-learning
focused, relational and emotional connections appear more emphasized in the analyses.
As such, the primary indicator of the engagement criterion was School Membership,
particularly as measured by PSSM. This theoretical expectation is further supported by
communalities highlighting Empathy, and Regard as well as the three In-Class Teacher
Support variables, as the most central and strongest predictors of overall school academic
eengagement (Student Academic Engagement and School Membership), more so school
membership, emotional engagement and disaffection than behavioral engagement.
However, this result is presented with caution as the observed finding may likely be due
to an overlap between Behavioral Engagement and Ongoing Engagement as a result of
behavioral components in the latter form of academic engagement.
The follow-up CCA focused specifically on the Global Teacher Support variables
and Student Academic Engagement yielded four functions with Rc2 of .05, .04, .02, and
< .01 for each successive function. Collectively, the full model across all functions was
not statistically significant using the Wilks’s λ = .89 criterion, F(20, 681) = 1.19, p = .25),
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indicating no meaningful contribution by Global Teacher Support on Student Academic
Engagement. This is consistent with findings from the planned CCAs as reported above.
Hypothesis 2(b). This hypothesis postulated that when compared with Teacher
Support, School Membership is the stronger predictor of Academic Engagement. Simple
bivariate correlation analyses were examined to determine and compare the strength of
linear relationships between In-Class Teacher Support and School Membership with
Academic Engagement. The comparisons were done using the Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients between Academic Engagement and (a) In-Class Teacher
Support, and (b) the two forms of School Membership variables, to determine a stronger
predictor of Student Academic Engagement. Student Academic Engagement variables
were Overall Engagement, Overall Disaffection and RAPS_S: Ongoing Engagement.
Perceived Teacher Support variables were the three In-Class Teacher Support variables
of Involvement, Teacher Autonomy Support and Teacher Structure. The two forms of
School Membership variables were Psychological Sense of School Membership as
measured by the PSSM and School Connectedness as measured by SCS. In-Class
Teacher Support was measured by RAPS_S: Experiences of Teacher Support. The
RAPS_S: Experiences of Teacher was used as a full scale in this analysis. The
comparison of relationships examined through correlational analyses would, ideally, have
been considered based on the strength of their path coefficients in the SEM. However,
given the difficulties with the SEM, correlations among promising variables from the
regression and CCA will instead be used. Hence the exclusion of variables consistently
yielding non-significant results (i.e., Global Teacher Support as measured by TSS).
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The relationships between In-Class Teacher Support (RAPS_: Experiences of
Teacher Support) and the three Academic Engagement variables were found to be
statistically significant and positive. Correlations were strong for Overall Engagement
(r = .52) and Overall Disaffection (r = .53), while the correlation with Ongoing
Engagement was more moderate (r = .39). A similar pattern was found for correlations
between School Memberships as measured by the PSSM and academic engagement.
PSSM yielded statistically significant strong positive correlations with Overall
Engagement (r = .54) and Overall Disaffection (r = .58), while the relationship with
Ongoing Engagement was moderate (r = .45). For School Membership as measured by
the School Connectedness Scale, all three relationships were found to be significant but
small with Overall Engagement (r = .25), Overall Disaffection (r = .31), and Ongoing
Engagement (r = .20). These correlation coefficient values are presented in Table 12
below. In all, the pattern among these correlation coefficients reveals that both Teacher
Support and School Membership are strong predictors of Student Academic Engagement.
However, it is worth noting that the two indicators of School Membership—PSSM and
SCS—differed in the strength of observed relationships, with PSSM consistently yielding
stronger correlations. This may be due in part to the different length and resulting
differences in variance for these two measures.
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Table 12
Pearson Product–Moment Correlations Between Teacher Support, School Membership
and Academic Engagement Variables

Overall Engagement

.52**

School
Membership
(PSSM)
.54**

Overall Disaffection

.53**

.58**

.31**

Ongoing Engagement

.39**

.45**

.20**

N

214

214

214

Variable

Experienced
Teacher Support

School
Membership
(SCS)
.25**

Note. PSSM = Psychological Sense of School Membership; SCS = School Connectedness Scale.
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed.

Research Question 2(c). Per the original data analysis plan, this question might
have been answered by performing two Path Analyses, one for each adultification
group—Non-Adultified and Parentified learners. Strengths of the Path coefficients of the
two path models could then be examined and compared to determine whether the effects
of Teacher Attitudinal Qualities on Relational Experiences, Personal-Factors, and
Academic Achievement were statistically significantly influenced by Parentification.
Because of the changes to the original data plan, this question was addressed by
inspecting the role of Parentification in the three CCA presented in question 2(a). Thus,
this research question was redeveloped to examine whether the effects of teacher attitudes
(BLRI scales), and Teacher Support on Students’ Personal-Factors (School Membership
and Student Academic Engagement) were significantly different for parentified learners
by examining structure and correlation coefficients in the English CCA, the Math CCA,
and the combined CCA.

141
Hypothesis 2(c). This hypothesis postulated that Parentification will have a
significant negative contribution to student perceptions of teacher relational attitudes
(Teacher Attitudinal Qualities/BLRI scales) and, in turn, negatively influence perceptions
of teacher support and student personal-factors (School Membership and Student
Academic Engagement).
Regarding the hypothesized role of Parentification, the findings from the three
analyses provide limited evidence in support of this hypothesis. The contribution made
by Parentification to the predictor variable set is consistently mild in strength, with
structure coefficients of .228, .283, and .265. Thus, there were no sufficiently strong
coefficients (above level cut-off points of .30 and .45) for Parentification found in any of
the three analyses. Furthermore, function coefficients are also extremely small,
suggesting that the potential contribution of Parentification to the relationship between
the predictors and criterion variables is weak. The overall model explains only about 10%
of variance in the Parentification variable, as indicated by communality after function 3
(h2 = 10.18) in the combined CCA. This also suggests a small overlap between
Parentification and the variables in the predictor set. The small overlap indicated by low
communalities is not puzzling given that Parentification was not anticipated to contribute
as strongly as the other variables to the predictor variate because, unlike other predictor
variables, this variable measures a family relational process rather than a school relational
experience. Hence, the original data analysis plan included determining the role of
Parentification separately by examining if these variables modified the relationship
between Predictor variables and the criterion set. Instead, as explained in preceding
sections, due to sample size constraints, Parentification was included with the predictor
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set variables in the CCA. Thus, ideally, this question would have been answered by
running separate Canonical Correlation Analyses by parentification groups.
Research Question 3. Examined whether relational experiences, relational
support, and students’ personal-factors are different for adultified and non-adultified
learners. Relational experiences were indicated by Teacher Attitudinal Qualities/BLRI
scales of Empathy, Regard, Unconditionality of Regard, and Congruence for both English
and Math teachers. Relational support was indicated by In-Class Teacher Support
variables of Involvement, Teacher Autonomy Support, and Teacher Structure. Lastly,
students’ Personal-Factors variables were indicated by School Membership as measured
by the PSSM and SCS. Indicators of Student Academic Engagement were Behavioral
Engagement, Behavioral Disaffection, Emotional Engagement, Emotional Disaffection
and RAPS_S: Ongoing Engagement. Comparison groups were formed using
Parentification (the highest form of Adultification) and Non-Adultified statuses as the
two extreme levels of the adultification process. The other adultification sub-groups
(Precocious, Mentored Adultification, and Peerified) were small in size, and were
excluded from analyses to increase power and to minimize “noise” or error variance. It is
important to distinguish the Parentified Group from the continuous variable of
Parentification that was used in the Hierarchical Regressions and in the CCA in research
questions 1 and 2. The Parentified Group and the Non-Adultified Group examined in this
set of analyses were derived as part of the preliminary analyses using scores and
responses on both the PQ-Y and the FRS-Y scales.
Hypothesis 3. This hypothesis postulated a significant difference between the
means of perceived teacher attitudes (BLRI scales: Empathy, Regard, Unconditionality of
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regard, and Congruence), and perceived teacher support (Teacher Involvement, Teacher
Autonomy Support, and Teacher Structure), for the Parentified and Non-Adultified
Groups of learners, with the means for the Parentified Group of learners’ scores,
significantly lower than those of the Non-Adultified Group on these variables. To
measure group differences on perceived teacher attitudinal qualities and relational
support, and to ascertain whether relational experiences and relational support were
significantly different for Parentified and Non-Adultified Groups of learners, two-group
multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were utilized. Thus, two-group
MANOVAs were performed utilizing the two most extreme forms of adultification, the
Non-Adultified group (N = 144) and the Parentified group (N = 50) on the sets of
following variables: (a) Teacher Attitudinal variables of Empathy, Regard,
Unconditionality of Regard, and Congruence (one each for English and Math); (b) InClass Teacher Support variables of Involvement, Autonomy Support, and Teacher
Structure; (c) School Membership (PSSM and SCS); and (d) the five Student Academic
Engagement variables—Behavioral Engagement, Emotional Engagement, Behavioral
Disaffection, Emotional Disaffection, and RAPS_S: Ongoing Engagement. In all, five
one-way two-group MANOVAs were performed to investigate differences between
Parentified and Non-Adultified Groups of learners on the aforementioned sets of
dependent variables.
The results from the MANOVAs were as follows: For English Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities/BLRI scales—F(4, 188) = .47, p =.76; Wilks’ Lambda = .99; and
partial eta squared = .01, with observed power = .16. For Math Teacher Attitudinal
Qualities/BLRI scales—F(4, 187) = 1.1, p =.37; Wilks’ Lambda = .98; and partial eta
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squared = .02, with observed power = .33. For In-Class Teacher Support variables of
Involvement, Teacher Autonomy Support and Teacher Structure—F(3, 190) = 2.1,
p = .10; Wilks’ Lambda = .97; and partial eta squared = .03, with observed power = .53.
For Academic Engagement variables of Behavioral Engagement, Behavioral
Disaffection, Emotional Engagement ,Emotional Disaffection and Ongoing
Engagement—F(5,188) = .72, p = .61; Wilks’ Lambda = .98; and partial eta squared =
.02, with observed power = .26. The only statistically significant difference between
Parentified and Non-Adultified Groups of learners was found for School Membership:
F(2, 191) = 3.44, p = .03; Wilks’ Lambda = .97; and partial eta squared = .03 with
observed power = .64. An inspection of the mean scores indicated statistically significant
differences between the Parentified and the Non-Adultified group of students on the
School Connectedness Scale but not the Psychological Sense of School Membership
Scale. The Parentified Group of learners reported less experiences of membership with,
and connectedness to, their school community (M = 19.50, SD = 4.03), when compared
to the Non-Adultified Group of learners (M = 21.12, SD = 3.90).
Due to consistently low values for observed power, the MANOVA results may
underestimate the differences between the Parentified and Non-Adultified groups of
students on study variables. A series of one-way between-groups analyses of variance
(ANOVA) were employed as an alternative method for examining group differences on
variables identified as central to understanding experiences of learners in the present
sample. To control for Type 1 error, the number of ANOVAs to be run was minimized by
selecting only the variables identified through the hierarchical regressions and CCA
results as consistent contributors to statistically significant or meaningful results from
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research questions 1 and 2. As for the MANOVAs, groups were based on only two levels
of parentification. Thus, one way between-groups ANOVAs were performed to compare
the Parentified Group (n = 50) and the Non-Adultified Group (n = 144) of learners on
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities (English and Math); In-class Teacher Support
(Involvement, Teacher Autonomy, and Teacher Structure), and Student Academic
Engagement variables.
The only additional statistically significant difference (p < .05) between the
Parentified Group and the Non-Adultified Group was for Teacher Autonomy Support
F(1, 192) = 5.17, p = .02. Inspection of the mean scores indicated that the Parentified
Group of learners reported significantly less perceived support for their autonomy from
their teachers (M = 2.43, SD = .46) compared to the Non-Adultified Group (M = 2.60,
SD = .41). The effect size, calculated by dividing the sum of squares between groups by
the total sum of squares was .03, indicating a small, albeit statistically significant effect.
Because of the small group sample sizes used, and the context of this study, this effect is
considered meaningful and worth interpretation.
Although the evidence for differences is limited, those found were in the expected
direction. It was anticipated that Parentified learners would be more likely than their nonadultified cohort to experience low levels of connectedness to their school community
(MANOVA results). Also, the results finding that Parentified learners are more likely to
report less perception of support for their autonomy from their teachers, than their nonadultified counterparts stands to reason given theoretical understanding of this
population, Accordingly, it is worth noting that the retrospective nature of the data for
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these participants, as well as the fact that all succeeded well enough to enroll in college,
may also limit ability to see differences that may exist in the broader population.
Additional relationships worth exploring further are Math Regard, Math
Congruence, and Psychological Sense of Membership. Findings for all three variables
were relatively close, but the relationships were not significant at p < . 05 level,
highlighting the need for further exploration using the original sampling plan. For
example, differences in Math Regard, F(1, 190) = 3.15, p = .08, came close to statistical
significance in the current sample, and may be larger if observed in a more fitting sample.
Math Congruence, F(1, 77) = 2.30, p = .09, and Psychological Sense of Membership,
F(1, 73) = 3.17, p = .08, both violated tests of homogeneity of variance, calling for robust
tests of equality of means (Brown-Forsythe). As illustrated by the Brown-Forsythe test,
both variables came close to statistical significance with p < .10.
Mean differences in all three variables could be taken to tacitly suggest reports of
more negative relational experiences characterized by less experiences of belongingness
or more feelings of alienation by parentified learners (PSSM: M = 3.40, SD = .53) as
compared to for non-adultified learners, M = 3.55 (SD = .43). In regard to the two Math
attitudinal qualities of level of Regard and Congruence, the results imply lower
perceptions of positive regard and experiences of reduced congruence from Math
teachers for parentified learners than reported by their non adultified peers. For Level of
Regard, the mean differences were M = 11.40 (SD = 14.59) for parentified and M =
15.55 (SD = 13.85) for non-adultified learners, whereas for Congruence the mean
differences were: M = 6.39 (SD = 11.03) for parentified and M = 9.31 (SD = 9.77) for
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non-adultified learners. The actual size of these mean differences may become more
distinctive if explored with a bona fide high school sample.
Post Hoc Analyses
Post analyses were undertaken to address changes to the data analysis plan due to
a change in the student sampling process adopted after the originally planned sampling
method was unsuccessful. Because the original plan to sample specifically in high
poverty high schools did not work, the sample ended up with a wide array of school SES.
Thus, one of the most important sources of variance to try to explore further was
concerned with whether or not student-participants had attended economically
disadvantaged high schools. Thus, post hoc analyses were used to explore potential
effects of variation in school poverty on study variables. More specifically post hoc
analyses examined (a) the relationships among school poverty levels, experiences of
parentification, and teacher response rate (as an alternative indicator of teacher support);
and (b) relationships among school poverty levels and the central variables identified
from the regression and CCA results. Three levels of high school SES were determined
using Ingesoll’s free and reduced lunch rates as explained in the methods chapter. Low
poverty high schools are schools with less than 15% of the student population on free and
reduced lunch rates. Medium poverty high schools are schools with between 15% and
50% of the total student population on free and reduced lunch rates. High poverty high
schools are schools with more than 50% of the student population on free and reduced
lunch rates. In the current sample 23.9% of the students graduated from low poverty
schools (n = 51), 48.6% graduated from medium poverty high schools (n = 104), and
27.1% graduated from high poverty schools (n = 58).
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School Poverty Level and Students’ Demographics
Because one of the main interests of the current study was specifically relational
experiences of adultified learners in economically disadvantaged high schools, chi-square
tests of independence were used to further explore differences on two levels of
Parentification. Thus, the chi-square tests were performed to compare Parentified (n = 50)
and Non-Adultified groups of learners (n = 144) on selected demographic variables.
Three chi-square analyses were performed to examine whether there was an association
between (a) Parentification and High School Poverty level, (b) Parentification and
Teacher Participation/ Response rate, and (c) Teacher Participation/ Response rate and
High School Poverty level. The first chi-square test for Independence, examining the
association between Parentification and High School SES, indicated a non-significant
association between parentification experience and high school economic disadvantage.
2

(2, n = 193) = 4.86, p .09, V = .16. The second chi-square analyses employed was to

examine the association between teacher participation as indicated by teacher responses
received for each participant, and their parentification status. Similarly, there was no
significant association found between parentification and decision of invited teacher to
respond in support of the participating student.

2

(2, n = 194) = .25, p .88, V = .04. The

third and last chi-square analysis was used to examine the association between teacher
response rate and high school socio-economic status. The analysis yielded a statistically
significant association between teachers’ electing to participate or not, and the economic
status of the high school.

2

(4, n = 213) = 10.02, p .04, V = .15.

The statistically significant association between teacher responsiveness and the
school’s economic status can be further understood as follows.
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Low Poverty Schools. Of the 51 students from low poverty high schools, 25.5%
were without any of their teachers providing information about them, 49% were with
only one teacher electing to participate on their behalf, and 25.5% had both the English
and Math teacher provide responses.
Medium Poverty Schools. Of students the 104 from medium poverty schools,
29.8% were without any of their teachers providing information about them, 54.8% were
with only one teacher electing to participate on their behalf, and 15.4% had both the
English and Math teacher provide responses.
High Poverty Schools. Of the 58 students from high poverty schools, 46.6%
were without any of their teachers providing information about them, 44.8% were with
only one teacher electing to participate on their behalf, and only 8.6 % had both the
English and Math teacher provide responses. Thus, when compared with teachers in low
poverty schools, teachers teaching in high poverty schools were almost twice likely to
decline participation, or elect to not provide information, in support of their former
students. In the same vein, students in low poverty schools were almost three times less
likely to have both their teachers provide information about them, when compared to
their counterparts in high poverty schools. While statistically significant, this finding is
not regarded conclusive about the quality nor the amount of support teachers provide for
student academic success in high poverty schools. Rather, it is considered of critical
importance for further exploration and understanding of differences in teacher attitudes
about participating in empirical research. The above results are presented in Table 13
below.
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Table 13
School Poverty Level and Teacher Response per Student Cross-Tabulation
Teacher Responses/Student
High School Poverty Levels
Count
% Within HS Poverty (Row)
% within Teacher Responses (Column)
Low

% of TOTAL
Count
% Within HS Poverty (Row
% within Teacher Responses (Column)

Medium

% of TOTAL
Count
% Within HS Poverty (Row)

High

% within Teacher Responses (Column)
% of TOTAL
Count

Total

% Within HS Poverty (Row)

0

1

2

TOTAL

13
25.5%

25
49.0%

13
25.5%

51
100.0%

18.3%
6.1%

23.1%
11.7%

38.2%
6.1%

23.9%
23.9%

31
29.8%

57
54.8%

16
15.4%

104
100.0%

43.7%
14.6%

52.8%
26.8%

47.1%
7.5%

48.8%
48.8%

27
46.6%

26
44.8%

5
8.6%

58
100.0%

38.0%
12.7%

24.1%
12.2%

14.7%
2.3%

27.2%
27.2%

71
33.3%

108
50.7%

34
16.0%

213
100.0%

School Poverty Level and Central Variables
To explore the impact of levels of High School SES on variables of importance
from the regression and CCA results, a series of between-group ANOVAs were
performed for the three levels of high school poverty on the following variables: Teacher
Attitudinal variables of Empathy, Congruence, Regard, Unconditionality of Regard (for
English and Math), In-Class Teacher Support variables of Involvement, Autonomy
Support, and Teacher Structure; School Membership as measured by the PSSM and SCS,
and Student Academic Engagement as indicated by Ongoing Engagement.
There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level for only two
variables: Math Regard, F(2, 208) = 4.29, p = .02; and Ongoing Engagement, F(2,210) =
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6.22, p < .01. Tukey post- hoc tests for Math Regard, revealed that the mean score for
perceptions of regard from Math teachers for students from medium poverty high schools
was statistically significantly higher (M = 16.92, SD = 13.37) than the mean score of
students from high poverty schools (M = 10.17, SD = 16.21). The low poverty group
mean score (M = 14.31, SD = 12.49) did not differ significantly from either medium or
high poverty groups. Overall, of the three groups, students from high poverty schools
reported the least perceptions of Regard from their Math teachers, and students from
medium poverty schools reported the highest.
Tukey post-hoc tests for Ongoing Engagement revealed statistically different
mean scores for students from low poverty high schools (M = 3.03, SD = .68), and those
from medium poverty (M = 3.33, SD = .54) and from high poverty schools (M = 3.40,
SD = .56). Students from low poverty schools reported significantly lower ongoing
engagement than the latter two groups. The mean differences of .30 between low and
medium poverty school groups was significant (p < .01), and that of .37 between low and
high poverty groups was also significant (p < 01). However, medium and high poverty
schools’ mean scores did not differ significantly. The effect size for the mean score
differences reported above, calculated using eta squared, was .04 for Math Regard and
.01 for ongoing engagement. Thus, despite reaching statistical significance, the actual
differences in mean scores between the groups were quite small.
Taken all together, the post hoc analyses results reveal quite adverse relational
experiences for learners in economically disadvantaged schools. The teacher response
rate recorded in the current study reveals that learners attending high poverty schools are
approximately twice as likely as their counterparts in more affluent schools, to have their
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teachers decline to provide information about them in support of their schooling
experiences for research purposes. With regard to relational experiences, students in
schools serving economically disadvantaged communities are more likely to perceive the
level of regard they are treated with by their Math teachers as low. As already
established, Regard is a strong contributor for ongoing engagement; hence, students in
high poverty schools, as a result of diminished perceptions of regard, are also likely to
report attenuated ongoing engagement.
Conclusion
This chapter reported the results of the effects of Teacher Attitudinal Qualities on
Student Relational Experiences/Perceived Teacher Support, School Membership, Student
Academic Engagement and Academic Achievement in a sample of Adultified and NonAdultified adolescent high school graduates enrolled in the first year of college. The
results of the main hypotheses tested and follow-up analyses employed are reported.
Research question1 was examined with Structural Equation Modelling (Path Analysis)
and Hierarchical Regressions to determine whether differences in teacher attitudes and
adultification status predicted differences in students’ relational experiences, their
personal factors, and their academic achievement. Results of the planned Path Analysis
were presented first, followed by the results of four 4-step hierarchical regressions added
as follow-up to unexpected findings from the planned Path Analysis.
The results of the regressions supported the hypothesis and theoretical
expectations, highlighting three variables as important predictors of Academic
Achievement over and above Academic Engagement: In-Class and Global Teacher
Support, specifically Teacher Invested Global Support; and the Teacher Attitudinal
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variable of Unconditionality of Regard (English). Furthermore, the results underscored
the deleterious effects of Parentification on overall Academic Achievement. Notable
limitations of the regression results were the unanticipated negative correlation of
Academic Engagement variables (Overall Engagement, and Ongoing Engagement) and
Academic Achievement, first apparent in the Path Analysis. This similarity is
unsurprising given that both Path Analysis and Hierarchical Regressions methods are
basically correlational statistical methods.
The three parts of research question 2 explored the relationship between the
relational variables (predictor set) and school membership and academic engagement
variables (criterion set) to determine (a) variables of central importance for Academic
Engagement; (b) if there are any differences in the effect size of Teacher Support (a
predictor set variable) and School Membership (a criterion set variable) on Academic
Engagement; and (c) whether differences in effect size are significant for parentified
learners. Parentification was included in the predictor variable set to determine whether
and how it modifies the relationship between predictor and outcome variables. The
canonical correlations analyses results are consistent in highlighting In-Class Teacher
Support variables as strong contributors for enhanced Student Academic Engagement and
School Membership. More specifically, Teacher Involvement and Teacher Autonomy
support are consistently positively associated with Student Academic Engagement and
School Membership while Teacher Structure appears to influence Ongoing Engagement
in different directions depending on whether it is paired with attitudinal ratings of English
or Math teachers. Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, across all three analyses, reveal mild to
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moderate positive association with Student Academic Engagement and School
Membership for all the variables.
The results further reveal how teacher attitudes contribute differently for Student
Academic Engagement. For Student Academic Engagement and School Membership
related to English Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, Regard, Empathy, and Unconditionality
of Regard are highlighted as the three most contributing attitudinal qualities. Empathy is
found to have an additional contribution for Ongoing Academic Engagement in this
context. For stronger Student Academic Engagement and School Membership related to
Math Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, only Regard and Empathy are highlighted as the
main contributors (function1). Congruency, on the other hand, is highlighted in function
2, with a negative association with Behavioral Engagement. The results point out the
theoretically supported idea that stronger Student Academic Engagement is primarily
influenced by basic teaching-learning focused school behaviors as represented by InClass Teacher Support variables while relational variables, such as teacher attitudes play
a secondary and supportive role. However, when compared with School Membership,
Teacher Support was not found to be a stronger predictor of Academic Engagement,
highlighting the importance of socio-emotional variables as well as more traditional
learning focused variables for enhanced Student Academic Engagement.
The last research question used two-group multivariate analyses of variance
(MANOVA) to examine group differences on perceived teacher attitudinal qualities and
relational support to ascertain whether relational experiences and relational support were
significantly different for Parentified and Non-Adultified Groups of learners. The
MANOVA results could not be interpreted due to low observed power and a series of
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one-way between-groups analyses of variance (ANOVA) were employed as an
alternative method for examining group differences on central variables.
A statistically significant difference between the Parentified Group and the NonAdultified Group was found in Teacher Autonomy Support. Further differences in the
sample were explored. Differences in student demographics such as high school poverty
levels, parentification, and central variables were examined with ANOVAs and chisquares. The only statistically significant differences were found in levels of poverty with
students from high poverty schools reporting less perceptions of regard from their Math
teachers and receiving less support from them in terms of providing information about
their school experiences. On the other hand, learners from more affluent high schools
reported less ongoing engagement. Taken together, the results soundly support
hypotheses about the role of positive teacher attitudes, and relational support for sound
personal-factors variables (that is, enhanced School Membership and Student Academic
Engagement) as well as stronger Academic Achievement.

CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
Introduction
This chapter will discuss the implications of the results presented in Chapter III.
First, the findings of the main and post hoc analyses will be presented. Possible
explanations for the findings will be provided in reference to how they converge with or
diverge from existing literature. Next, theoretical and research implications of the study
will be discussed. Finally, limitations of the study will be reviewed and recommendations
for future research will be made.
Discussion of Findings
This section is further subdivided according to major aspects of the results into
four parts. The first findings discussion centers on the hypotheses and results concerning
predictors and correlates of Academic Achievement. The second findings discussion
focuses on the hypotheses and results concerning predictors and correlates of Academic
Engagement. The third findings discussion focuses on understanding group differences
between parentified and non-adultified learners in central variables influencing academic
engagement and achievement. Lastly, the potential effects of variation in school poverty
on selected study variables that were found important for academic engagement and
achievement, and on student demographics deemed essential for understanding the
current sample (parentification and teacher response) are discussed.
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Findings Related to Academic Achievement
For Academic Achievement, it was hypothesized that perceived teacher attitudes
significantly influenced: how students related with teachers, their perceptions of support
from teachers, and how they felt about themselves as members of the school community.
Thus, Teacher Attitudinal Qualities of Empathy, Congruence, Regard and
Unconditionality of Regard were postulated to significantly predict Students’ relational
experiences (perceived teacher support); Students’ Personal-Factors variables (School
membership and Academic engagement); and Students’ learning outcomes (Academic
achievement). Significant variations in this prediction model, deriving from variations in
adultification, were also postulated.
Path Analysis based on an input-process-output model of the influence of
Attitudinal Qualities and Adultification on Students’ Relational Experiences, and
Students’ Personal-Factors variables and subsequently on Academic Achievement was
not consistent with theoretical and empirical literature and could not be interpreted. The
sharp divergence from existing literature of the path representing the association between
Academic Engagement and Academic Achievement created problems that warranted
alternative data analysis methods. Accordingly, four hierarchical regressions were
conducted to explore contributions of the variables in the model to Academic
Achievement as measured. The hierarchical regressions, with the exceptions of the
regression on GPA scores, are consistent with the hypothesis that Academic Achievement
is not only influenced by Academic Engagement, but also strongly associated with
positive teacher attitudes and relational experiences and school social contexts
characterized by perceptions of teacher support, and a sense of school membership or
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feelings of connectedness to the larger school community. For academic achievement, as
measured by GPA scores, the four sets of variables failed to account for a significant
amount of variance and explained only 11% of the variance. The failure of the predictor
variables to explain a significant amount of variance in GPA scores is likely to be the
result of the restricted variation in GPA scores of the current sample, all of whom earned
sufficient high school GPAs to be admitted to college. Also, findings were limited by a
lack of useful teacher reports of student engagement resulting from incomplete and
missing teacher data. Perhaps had Student Academic Engagement measurement not been
limited only to students’ self-reports, with teacher rated scores removed due to missing
data issues, the link between this variable and academic achievement scores in the
hypothesized path model would have been stronger and more valid.
Furthermore, a considerably astonishing result was the consistently negative beta
weights for the engagement variables in the hierarchical regressions. In fact, negative
association of Student Academic Engagement was observed and noted first in the path
analysis and the bivariate correlations. The direction of the observed relationship is
opposite to what was anticipated in the study and established in the literature. This result
is likely to reflect the gap created by lack of teacher-reports of student engagement and
over reliance of this study on students’ self-reports. It could be that student participants
misreported their levels of engagement in high school creating variance that could not be
fully explained by academic achievement scores. Also, that achievement data was only
collected from successful students, and therefore most likely to be negatively skewed,
could influence the direction of the relationship. It would be interesting to examine the
extent and the statistical implications or consequences of the negative skew of

159
achievement data score distribution of the current sample. Lastly, Ongoing Engagement
revealed a significantly inverse relationship with school poverty levels. The impact of
this relationship on academic achievement is unclear and might explain the puzzling
direction of the relationship between academic engagement and achievement in this
study.
Notwithstanding, hierarchical regressions revealed that Teacher Attitudinal
Qualities significantly influence Academic Achievement. As predicted, perceptions of
teachers as being warm, liking or caring, or being drawn toward the student (Level of
Regard); were positively associated with academic achievement. Furthermore, the
findings converge with theoretical expectations and replicate previous research studies on
relational environments underscoring “warmth” (Level of Regard), “seeing through the
other’s eye” (Empathy), and “genuineness/wholeness” (Congruence) as indicators of
learner-centered positive relationships that prompt development and positive student
outcomes (Barrett-Lennard, 1986; Cornelius-White, 2007; McCombs, 2003). However,
the current study diverges from previous ones and existing literature in relation to two
odd findings. Firstly, the borderline significance of Congruency, and the relatively weak
contributions made by Empathy and Level of Regard are remarkable. More specifically,
the influence of congruence, which is conceptually considered to be a foundational
variable for positive relationships (Barrett-Lennard, 1986), was anticipated to be much
stronger and more consistent on achievement outcomes. Secondly, was the dominant and
puzzling role of Unconditionality of Regard. Of the four teacher attitudes examined in the
current study, Unconditionality of Regard was by far the most influential to aspects of
Academic Achievement captured in English and Composite ACT scores, albeit in a
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direction opposite to the one anticipated. The beta weights for Unconditionality of
Regard, for both English and Math, were negative. While assuming that students might
feel ‘too comfortable’ to a point of being complacent if teachers are perceived as having
high levels of “unconditional regard,” or simply ‘too nice’; it is equally hard to imagine
that the more constancy of regard students feel from their teachers, the less likely they are
to achieve academically. The observed negative relationship with Unconditionality of
Regard, which also happens to be the only BLRI scale that did not yield a significant
difference between English and Math teachers, is likely to reflect the interpretation the
current sample made of this scale. It appears that their understanding of ‘Unconditionality
of Regard’ requires further examination and clarification. It would be interesting to find
out what adolescents in educational settings, versus adults in therapeutic relationships, on
whom BRLI scales were originally normed, understand ‘Unconditionality of Regard to
mean.
Equally remarkable is the lack of significance of positive teacher attitudes to Math
academic achievement. In the hierarchical regression for Math Academic Achievement,
Academic Engagement remained the strongest predictor, accounting for half of the total
variance of 18% explained by the predictor variables. Because other relational variables,
such as teacher support and school membership or school connectedness, were also of no
significant importance for Math academic achievement, one explanation for this finding
could be that the strong influence of academic engagement over powered that of affective
and social aspects of teaching and learning such as positive teacher attitudes. Hence, the
observed weak contribution by relational support variables for the aspects of academic
achievement captured by Math ACT scores. As already established in the literature
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review, the role of engagement in enhancing achievement is soundly theoretically and
empirically supported (Fredricks et al., 2004; Skinner et al., 1990).
Furthermore, by its very nature, Math content needs explicit practice. Secondly,
variations in Math content are more pronounced than in English content. For example,
the content from one course (algebra) to another (geometry) is more different than the
change from one course in English to another. The third viewpoint is that students tend to
disengage, both emotionally and behaviorally, from Math in middle school or junior high
school. Their opinions of Math, among other science courses, become increasingly
negative during middle and high school with decreasing interest, confidence, and
achievement (Gill, 1994; Kelleher, 2009; McLeod, 1992). Reportedly, on average,
internationally, only 18% of eighth grade students had highly positive perceptions about
their ability in Math (Mullis et al., 2000). Undoubtedly, theoretical and empirical
evidence clearly show that Math achievement trajectories take form in early years of
schooling and are highly stable by the time students reach high school (Alexander et al.,
1987; Entwisle & Alexander, 1990). Therefore, taking these viewpoints together, it is not
surprising that positive teacher attitudes have little influence, over and above academic
engagement, on Math achievement. Hence, this study sought to understand how to
promote academic engagement, and in turn, enhance achievement, through examining the
relational aspects of school. The next section speaks to those findings.
Low Academic Achievement in Math, as well as in other aspects of achievement
captured by ACT scores, was positively related to Parentification. It is compelling that
Parentification does not appear to affect English achievement much, but significantly
negatively influences Math achievement. One explanation could be that perceptions of
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Unconditionality of Regard from English teacher buffer effects of Parentification, as
demonstrated by the inverse influence of these variables on English and Math
achievement results. An alternative explanation could be that, premature exposure to
adulthood and attendant “heavy lifting” compromise academic achievement of
parentified learners by eating into time meant for studying, doing homework, school
projects, or other related academic engagement behaviors. Also, potential emotional
distress from competing filial and school demands could intensify affective factors such
as “math anxiety” that have an empirically well-established negative association with
Math instruction and learning (Lebens, Graff, & Meyer, 2011; McLeod, 1992).
Compromised affect could undermine academic achievement through avoidance,
boredom, or other forms of disaffection that undercut participation (Skinner et al., 2009).
These findings expand research on academic achievement of parentified learners,
more specifically Math achievement. However, pathways through which parentification
undercuts academic achievement need further clarification in future research.
Understanding the protective factors that moderated effects of parentification on English
academic achievement would assist researchers and practitioners in planning and
developing interventions. If diminished academic achievement in Math is taken to be the
result of emotional distress that impedes development of engagement behaviors, or seen
as simply being pre-occupied and overwhelmed by taxing premature adulthood roles; this
information would be valuable in helping frontline practitioners (e.g., Math
teachers/tutors, school counselors, and administrators) understand social contextual
factors that negatively affect parentified learners’ Math achievement and provide
necessary support and accommodations.
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Taken together, the results of the regression underscore the unique contributions
of the positive teacher attitudes to academic achievement. More specifically, the odd
contribution of Unconditionality of Regard, over and above that of other scales in the
measure. Further exploration of the role of unconditional regard in academic achievement
is warranted. The results also highlight the deleterious effects of destructive
parentification to academic achievement, particularly in Math. Thus, the study
complements research on important predictors of Academic Achievement. Additionally,
because the current study served to pilot the BLRI instrument with this population and to
examine the possible value of Teacher Attitudes for Academic Achievement, these
findings are critical as a seminal contribution in the study of this correlation. The
importance of Teacher Attitudinal Qualities to Academic Achievement is also a valuable
finding for both education and the practice of teaching. Worth exploring further, are the
constructs that did not reach significance, such as Congruence, Empathy and Level of
Regard.
Findings Related to Academic Engagement
In this section, the variables are split up differently than in some other sections.
Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, In-Class Teacher Support, and Global Teacher Support
variables made up the predictor set. The criterion set comprised Students’ Psychological
Sense of School Membership and School Connectedness, and the Student Academic
Engagement variables: Behavioral Engagement, Emotional Engagement, Behavioral
Disaffection, Emotional Disaffection, and Ongoing Engagement. Thus, the bidimensional academic engagement variables were split up into their component concepts
of behavioral engagement: emotional engagement, behavioral disaffection, and emotional
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disaffection. To examine the contribution of adultification to academic engagement and
school membership, specifically the extreme level of parentification, the variable of
Parentification was added to the predictor set.
For Academic Engagement, it was anticipated that Teacher Attitudinal Qualities
and Teacher Support would have a significant effect on the Personal-Factors variables
(e.g. School Membership and Student Academic Engagement). Furthermore, a stronger
sense of School Membership, as one component of the Personal-Factors variables group,
was expected to be more important for Student Academic Engagement when compared
with Teacher Support. In addition, Parentification was expected to have a significant
negative contribution to the two personal-factors variables of academic engagement and
school membership. Stronger Teacher Attitudinal Qualities and Teacher Support were
found to significantly improve personal-factors variables. There was a large amount of
total shared variance among the variables with structure and correlation coefficients
indicating very strong positive associations between the two sets of variables. This
pattern of large effects held for student perceptions of their English and Math teachers, as
well as in the combined English-Math analysis.
Contrary to expectations that the positive teacher attitudes would be the strongest
contributors in the predictor variable set, the anticipated superior contribution by Teacher
Attitudinal Qualities variables was not supported by the results. Instead, the primary
contributors for stronger Personal-Factors variables were the In-Class Teacher Support
variables. All three teacher support variables were the most influential predictors for
overall and ongoing academic engagement, and school membership and school
connectedness. Major secondary predictors were three teacher attitudes of Level of
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Regard, Empathy, and Unconditionality of Regard. Global teacher support failed to
explain a significant amount of difference in academic engagement and school
membership. Congruency made a minor contribution that will be explained in detail in
the following sections. Of the criterion variables, Psychological Sense of School
Membership was typically the strongest variable, with Emotional Engagement/
Disaffection variables also yielding stronger loading at times. This finding makes two
noteworthy reflections. First, it may simply be reflecting that the PSSM is a much
stronger measure, and therefore yields more robust relationships than the other measures.
Alternatively, this finding may be reflecting that relational components influence
affective experiences more directly than behavioral experiences. While teacher attitudinal
qualities were not the strongest predictors of personal-factors variables, the results did
indicate a relationship among these variables, thus supporting the theoretical
underpinnings of this study, albeit with varying amounts of strength. More specifically, a
considerable difference was seen between the strength of relationships for
Unconditionality of Regard, the strongest contributor, and Congruence. Congruency
scales made the least contribution in English, Math, and in the combined English-Math
analyses. Also, the differences in the influence of Unconditionality on achievement and
engagement are remarkable. The contribution for academic engagement, was not as
strong as in academic achievement, and was made specifically for Math academic
achievement. Yet, all the In-Class Teacher Support variables continued to contribute very
strongly, across analyses for the two subject-groups. Further comparison of the results,
separating student perceptions of teacher attitudes for their Math and English teacher,
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revealed nuanced differences in how Academic Engagement is influenced by teacher
attitudes.
For Student Academic Engagement and School Membership, based on English
teacher attitudes, important contributors were In-Class Teacher Support scales and the
three aforementioned Teacher Attitudinal Qualities variables. For Ongoing Engagement,
in particular, Empathy and Teacher Structure were both found important, but in opposite
directions, with increase in teacher empathy, and reduction in structure, enhancing
academic engagement. Similarly, Student Academic Engagement associated with Math
teacher attitudes, was also less affected by the quality of the attitudes, and more
influenced by In-Class Teacher Support variables. All three in-class teacher support
variables were the strongest contributors in the predictor set, and strongly positively
associated with academic engagement and school membership variables. However, for
Math, only two positive teacher attitudes—Empathy and the Level of Regard—were
found primarily essential for stronger academic engagement and school membership and
connectedness. Level of Regard was also shown to have an additional importance for
emotional and ongoing forms of engagement. Emotional engagement appeared to
diminish when teachers demonstrated higher levels of regard. Yet, ongoing engagement
was shown to improve. The meaning of this contribution requires further exploration as it
seems unclear and contrary to theoretical explanations of the role of Level of Regard.
Theory suggests that teacher’s responsive feelings toward students captured by the
attitude of level of regard (warmth, liking or caring, and being drawn toward students)
will increase academic engagement (Rooda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011). This
conclusion has also been corroborated by research (Cornelius-White, 2007).
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Furthermore, in relation to Math teacher attitudinal qualities, Congruency and
Teacher Structure appeared to offer additional contributions for behavioral engagement,
with the former negatively associated, and the latter having a positive association with the
criterion. This particular finding was unexpected. Rather, both variables were expected to
positively influence behavioral engagement. Firstly, the results reveal unintended
consequences of high levels of teacher congruency. This revelation is critical for
understanding behavioral engagement in adolescents. Increased teacher congruency can
be understood as more “overt communication,” with more openness characterized by
“absence of conflict” in expressing experiences and awareness (Barrett-Lennard, 1986).
That is, when providing feedback to their students, highly congruent teachers are likely to
provide more details, overtly highlighting strengths, as well as weaknesses. On the other
hand, students may perceive such level of overt detail about their performance, more so
when it pertains to weaknesses, as intrusive, directive, or harsh. In this regard, because
adolescence is a developmental period associated with a rise in self-consciousness, and
self-awareness that often result in fears about negative evaluation, it is understandable
that highly congruent teachers may be less appreciated among this population
(Westenberg et al., 2004). In other words, “adolescent egocentrism” or the “imaginary
audience” phenomena that best describe the heightened self-consciousness and fear of
social evaluation in adolescents (Westenberg et al., 2004) are potentially reasonable
explanations for diminished behavioral engagement associated with enhanced teacher
congruency in the results.
Secondly, the results reveal the complex role of teacher structure for academic
engagement. The nuances in the role of Teacher Structure for ongoing engagement in the

168
English teacher focused analysis and behavioral engagement in the Math teacher focused
analysis are considered critical, and worthy of interpretation. In the English focused
analysis, Teacher Structure was found to enhance ongoing engagement to a certain
extent, and to have a negative impact at, presumably, higher levels. This result is well
supported by empirical data from studies examining teacher behavior that influences
student’s perceived control. Students’ loss of perceived control, a likely result with
increased teacher structure, is the most likely explanation for diminished engagement, as
perceived loss of control tends to undermine academic engagement (Skinner et al., 1990).
However, no previous studies were found in the literature examining the role of teacher
structure in English academic engagement. Future research may help provide a fuller
picture of the role of teacher structure in academic engagement. For academic
engagement related to Math teacher attitudes, and as well as academic engagement
related to the combined subjects, teacher structure was found to have a positive influence.
The variation in need for structure in Math, versus in English, was anticipated in light of
the established differences between English and Math courses noted in the preceding
section. As indicated above, Math structure involves explicit practice of tasks not
encountered in everyday while English practice may be more incidentally engaged in
other academic and life tasks. Math also differs substantially from one course to another
when compared to English. Additionally, Math teaching and learning involve affective
issues not experienced in English. Hence the emphasis put by some researchers on the
importance of supportiveness and teaching style in (a) moderating affective factors in
Math, and (b) increasing mathematical engagement and achievement (Lebens et al.,
2011).
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While Teacher Support variables are shown to play a more prominent role in
enhancing students’ personal-factors variables such as academic engagement and sense of
school membership or connectedness, these variables were not significantly stronger than
School Membership variables in predicting Academic Engagement. Examination of
correlation coefficients revealed an approximately equal level of importance of these
variables to Academic Engagement. The equal amount of strength in predicting
engagement and school connectedness in these variables was regardless of the difference
in the strength of observed relationships for the two indicators of School Membership
used in the study. These findings further corroborate the contributions of educational
research on the dynamic interplay between teacher involvement and students’ subsequent
engagement by adding the nuances in contributions of in-class teacher support, in
particular teacher structure (Skinner et al., 1990).
Nonetheless, a considerably astonishing result was the consistently negative beta
weights for the engagement variables in the hierarchical regressions. In fact, negative
association of Student Academic Engagement was observed and noted first in the path
analysis and the bivariate correlations. The direction of the observed relationship is
opposite to what was anticipated in the study and established in the literature. This result
is likely to reflect the gap created by lack of teacher-reports of student engagement and
over reliance of this study on students’ self-reports. It could be that student participants
misreported their levels of engagement in high school creating variance that could not be
fully explained by academic achievement scores. Also, that achievement data was only
collected from successful students, and therefore most likely to be negatively skewed,
could influence the direction of the relationship. It would be interesting to examine the
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extent and the statistical implications or consequences of the negative skew of
achievement data score distribution of the current sample. Lastly, Ongoing Engagement
revealed a significantly inverse relationship with school poverty levels. The impact of
this relationship on academic achievement is unclear and might explain the puzzling
direction of the relationship between academic engagement and achievement in this
study.
Similarly, the beta weights for Unconditionality of Regard, for both English and
Math, were negative. While assuming that students might feel “too comfortable” to a
point of being complacent if teachers are perceived as “too nice”; it is equally hard to
imagine that the more constancy of regard students feel of their teachers, the less likely
they are to achieve academically. The observed negative relationship with
Unconditionality of Regard, which also happens to be the only BLRI scale that did not
yield a significant difference between English and Math teachers, is likely to reflect the
interpretation the current sample made of this scale. It appears that their understanding of
“Unconditionality of Regard” requires further examination and clarification. It would be
interesting to find out what adolescents in educational settings, versus adults in
therapeutic relationships, on whom BRLI scales were originally normed, understand
‘Unconditionality of Regard to mean.
Findings Related to Parentification
Regarding the experience of destructive parentification, this study was interested
in exploring how the home context of parentification affects academic engagement and
achievement through relationships at school. The study also aimed to explore potential
effects of poverty on these variables. Parentification, as a continuous variable, was not as
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strongly and as negatively associated with academic engagement, as anticipated. In all
three canonical correlation analyses, Parentification failed to account for a significant
amount of variance in academic engagement. A possible explanation for this finding
could be the mediating influence of Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, and Teacher Support
variables. An alternative explanation could be that Parentification did not load very well
with the other predictors, as it does not constitute a school related variable, but a home
context. However, another worthy finding from the main analyses is that while Academic
Achievement is significantly compromised by Parentification, Academic Engagement is
not, if perceptions of support and positive attitudinal qualities from teachers are strong.
The association between parentification and academic achievement is well
supported by the literature. Theoretically, parentification is understood to undermine
academic achievement and to compromise academic performance and engagement
(Burton, 2007). Also listed among developmental liabilities co-occurring with destructive
parentification are difficulties in forming intergenerational bonds with adults such as
teachers, school administrators and other frontline service personnel (Burton, 2007).
Hence, the current study examined if relational experiences of parentified learners were
different from their non-adultified peers. Accordingly, the third and last hypothesis in the
main analyses postulated a significant difference between the means of all central
variables (perceived Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, In-class Teacher Support, School
Membership, and Ongoing Engagement) for groups of students identified as parentified
(the highest form of adultification) and non-adultified learners.
The means for the parentified group of learners were anticipated to be
significantly lower than those of their non-adultified counterparts. This hypothesis was
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partially supported by the results with significant differences observed in some of the
central variables. First, School Membership was found to have significant differences for
the parentified and non-adultified groups. The group of parentified learners reported low
connectedness and less perceptions of support for their autonomy by their teachers than
did the group of non-adultified learners. Diminished sense of school membership among
parentified learners is well established in the literature and explained as “limited peer
relations,” or a sense of alienation from the greater school community marked by
attenuated engagement in age appropriate activities (Burton, 2007). This result is
particularly troubling because research validates that determinants of school
disconnectedness are largely negative experiences, and potential consequences for
becoming disconnected from the school community are far reaching (Bond et al., 2007).
Correlates and consequences of disconnectedness include drug use, socially disruptive
behavior, reports of anxiety and depressive symptoms, and generally poor
intergenerational relationships (Bond et al., 2007).
Teacher Autonomy support was the second variable with significant differences
between the group of parentified learners and their non parentified peers, with the group
of parentified learners reporting less support for their autonomy from their teachers. This
finding was not surprising when considered in light of potential assets or strengths
accumulated from parentification experiences. Positive outcomes of parentification
include development of “a sense of mattering” in the family system (Burton, 2007), as
well high levels of individuation and individual autonomy (Hooper et al., 2008). Because
appreciation for autonomy is high among parentified learners, it may be easy for teachers
to not provide autonomy in desired amounts due to little understanding of the unique
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needs and characteristics of this population. Indeed common wisdom might work counter
to what these students desire, focusing on increasing structure and guidance that is
thought to be missing at home. This finding offers insight necessary for building on
parentified learners’ strengths, such as, for example, their capacity for autonomy, rather
than evaluating them from the deficit model.
In the present sample, parentification group membership was associated with
neither high levels of school poverty, nor with likelihood of teacher participation. The
non-significant association between high school poverty and parentification levels was
not anticipated. Because home contexts of economic disadvantage have been found to
account for a significant portion of variance in parentification, parentified learners were
expected to be over represented among graduates of high and medium poverty high
schools in the current study. It appears that poverty was not the strongest predictor of
parentification in the current sample, and other pathways to parentification, neither
examined nor controlled for in the study, are possible explanations. Theoretical and
empirical literature examining Parentification among older adolescents and college
students identifies several home contexts and childhood experiences, other than economic
disadvantage, as pathways to adultification and ultimately parentification. Examples of
pathways include divorce, parental alcoholism and drug use, family discord, immigration
statuses, parental chronic illness and disability (Burton, 2007; Hooper et al., 2008;
Kuperminc et al., 2009). Also, with more barriers associated with poverty, it stands to
reason that learners who are parentified as a function of poverty were less likely to attend
college and thus are less represented in the present sample.
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Lastly, the fact that parentified learners were not found to be overly represented
among students without teacher responses is remarkable given the high likelihood for
parentified learners to experience problems in forming interpersonal bonds, particularly,
intergenerational bonding with adults (Burton, 2007). Because teacher response is viewed
as a gesture of support for the learner, and an act of caring enough to participate in the
study for the particular student(s) by the teachers, it would not have been surprising if
parentified learners had not received as much support from their teachers as their nonparentified peers. This impression is mostly shaped by theoretical claims of teachers’
propensity for differential treatment based on, among other things, the quality of teacherstudent relationships (Kuklinski & Weinstein, 2000). It was anticipated that, due to high
likelihood that parentified learners may have weaker relationships with their teachers,
their teachers may not remember enough about their classroom experiences to feel
compelled to respond. The observed level of teacher support, in the form of participation,
may reflect the likelihood that the current sample comprised the generally more
successful portion of the parentified adolescent population, who are likely to be
capitalizing on assets rather than liabilities of extreme adultification. Because the
parentified group in the current sample represented only the portion of parentified
adolescents, demonstrating overall higher levels of functioning indicated by academic
success or college status, positive self-beliefs, and other related positive outcomes of
parentification, this particular group may have been able to form strong relationships with
their teachers. This finding may be different for a bona fide high school sample including
a wide range of success levels and/or outcomes of parentification.

175
In conclusion, based on the correlation between Parentification and Academic
Achievement variables, the results demonstrated the debilitating effects of experiences of
extreme adultification on Academic Achievement, as measured by ACT scores, even
within the highest functioning sector of this population. First-year college adolescents
reporting destructive parentification in their family lives were mostly among low ACT
scorers. The full extent of achievement weakness is not known in the general population
of parentified adolescents as the current sample comprised only those successful enough
to attend college. Sound empirical evidence implicating parentification experience in low
academic achievement exists (Burton 2007; Hooper et al., 2008).
Findings Related to School Poverty
School poverty was considered one of the most important sources of variance to
explore further and determine if students’ experiences differed depending on whether or
not they had attended economically disadvantaged high schools. These findings offer a
particularly valuable element to the current study given that the sample was not able to be
taken exclusively from high poverty high schools as originally desired. In addition to
Parentification, variables on which these differences were examined were selected central
variables, and teacher response rate as an alternative indicator of teacher support.
Selected central variables on which school poverty levels were compared were the
English and Math teacher attitudes of empathy, regard, and unconditionality of regard.
Note that Congruence was not included because of its poor showing in predicting
achievement and engagement. All three forms of teacher support were considered central
(teacher involvement, teacher autonomy support and teacher structure). School
membership and connectedness as well as academic engagement variables were also
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included. Significant differences in levels of poverty were only found for two variables:
one teacher attitude variable, level of regard exhibited by Math teachers; and one
academic engagement variable, ongoing engagement.
Poverty and Central Variables. School poverty levels were found to explain
significant variation in perceptions of regard from Math teachers. That is, the overall
level or tendency of Math teachers to respond with affection to their students, in highpoverty high schools was found to be much less than that of teachers in medium schools
poverty. In other words, most students graduating from high poverty schools remembered
their Math teachers’ affective attitudes and general feelings towards them as lacking
warmth, caring. These students also did not perceive their Math teachers’ affective
response as an expression of feelings of “being drawn toward” them. This finding is
puzzling and difficult to interpret given that there was no statistically significant
difference in levels of regard between teachers in low and high poverty schools, nor
between teachers in medium and high poverty schools. The small effect size (eta squared
= .02), further discourages interpretation of this result. Furthermore, because of paucity of
research examining possible determinants of negative affective attitudes among Math
teachers generally, and in high poverty schools in particular, it is even more difficult to
attempt to explain the finding. As a result, explanations offered will be drawn from
general Math instruction and learning, affective research, and from poverty and Math
funding studies. While research on affect in Math learning and instruction places special
importance on the role of affect in Math learning and notes that as students proceed
through school their confidence in, and enjoyment of Math declines, with their overall
attitude toward Math becoming less positive (McLeod, 1992), no studies were found in

177
existing literature addressing how affective issues develop and progress among Math
teachers. Neither were studies found that examine how Math teachers perceived and
responded to their students’ diminishing enthusiasm for Mathematics. The frustration that
Math teachers are likely to feel in response to their student’s negative affect appears to
remain marginalized in Math education research. Thus, the most plausible explanation for
this finding could be that the negative teacher affect observed in Math’s teacher’s level of
regard is an emotional response (frustration) to students’ own less positive attitudes,
suggesting a bidirectional interpersonal process for affective issues in Math learning and
instruction.
Nonetheless, the finding makes a noteworthy contribution to understanding affect
in Math learning and instruction, particularly in high poverty high schools. Students
attending low poverty high schools, may not only have less positive attitudes and
diminished enthusiasm for Math, but are also likely to perceive their Math teachers as
having negative attitudes toward them. Because of the empirically well supported
positive correlation between home disadvantage, poor school funding, and Math
achievement (Payne & Biddle, 1999), it is imperative to examine negative teacher affect
in terms of school poverty. In the context of school poverty, negative teacher affect might
be exacerbated by inadequate teacher training, coupled with lack of quality teacher
support programs and a dearth of educational resources, all empirically validated factors
that best characterize high poverty schools and further compromise teacher effectiveness
and teacher quality (Entwisle & Alexander, 1989), in particular attitudinal qualities. A
simplified form of this bidirectional nature of affective issues in Math learning and
instruction can be summed in the expression “Unhappy teachers make unhappy students;
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unhappy students make unhappy teachers.” At best, this result is unfortunate and strongly
suggests further examination of teacher-related affective issues in Math education. At
worst, this difference explains, somewhat, the link between Math teacher attitudes, the
enduring diminished enthusiasm for Math, and poor Math academic achievement in high
poverty schools. Suggesting that current efforts to reform Math curriculum should
prioritize high poverty schools for creation of interpersonal education environments that
promote teaching anchored in knowledge of actual impact on students of their teachers’
level of regard.
School Poverty and Ongoing Engagement. The effects of school poverty on
ongoing engagement were also significant. Students in high poverty schools reported
significantly more levels of ongoing engagement than their counterparts in medium and
low poverty schools. This finding stands to reason when academic engagement is
understood in terms of Albert Bandura’s description of engagement behaviors as “effort,
persistence, and coping attempts” (Skinner et al., 1990). This may be seen to point to the
extent of the “struggle” students in high poverty schools put in to obtain a result
approximating results obtains by their counterparts in more affluent high schools with
lesser effort. One explanation for the considerable levels of effort, exertion, and
persistence observed in graduates from high poverty high schools might be that these
engagement behaviors are elicited by educational challenges such as poorly qualified
teachers, limited access to, or inadequacy of, available educational resources, all issues
very pertinent to poorly funded schools (Clotfeller, Ladd, Vigdor, & Wheeler, 2006;
Payne & Biddle, 1999). Because theoretically and empirically the features of individuals
who succeed under adverse circumstances are very similar to behaviors tapped into by
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ongoing engagement (e.g., “I work very hard in school”), an alternative explanation could
be the overlap, resulting from features ongoing engagement has in common with overall
motivation, resilience, and other protective factors characteristic among youth growing
up facing adversity and risk (Zolkoski & Bullock, 2012). One attribute featuring
prominently in both resilient and highly engaged youth, is having a sense of purpose. The
concept of ongoing engagement includes the extent to which students exert effort on
schoolwork and believe that doing well in school is important (Institute for Research and
Reform in Education, 1998). Resilience, as well, has “having goals, educational
aspirations, and a belief in a bright future” as one of the five attributes of this concept
(Zolkoski & Bullock, 2012).
School Poverty and Teacher Response Rate. A statistically significant
association between school poverty levels and teacher response and non-response
patterns was found. Teachers from high poverty schools were found to be twice as likely
to not respond to the request to provide information in support of their former student,
when compared with teachers in more affluent schools. Until the current study, patterns
of response and non-response from teachers, based on school poverty levels of their
schools, does not appear to have been of much focus in educational research. As such, no
comparative studies were found on overall teacher willingness to participate in empirical
research, or reporting levels of research-mindedness among teachers in high poverty
schools. Also, several research studies report higher turnover for teachers in high poverty
schools (Clotfeller et al., 2006; Payne & Biddle, 1999; Rass, Hannaway, Figlio, & Feng,
2012; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 2004). This might contribute negatively to
research participation through teachers’ lack of enough knowledge of the students to feel
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confident enough to provide information. An alternative explanation is, perhaps, teachers
leaving the school at the end of the year, resulting in undelivered surveys. In the current
study four of the five “returned to sender” research materials were for teachers in high
poverty schools.
One possibility is to view research mindedness alongside overall teacher
effectiveness and teacher quality, some of the widely used benchmarks for comparing
high poverty and low poverty schools. In this view, in context of both effectiveness and
productivity, teachers in high poverty schools do not compare favorably with their
counterparts in more affluent schools. Generally, when compared to teachers in low
poverty schools, evidence has led researchers to conclude that teachers in high poverty
schools tend to be, on average, less effective (Rass et al., 2012). The difference in teacher
effectiveness between high and low poverty schools converges with diminished
productivity, with less productive teachers at the bottom of the teacher effectiveness
distribution in high-poverty schools (Rass et al., 2012). In this regard, teacher nonresponse could be seen as part of low effectiveness and being non-productive. This
negative view of teachers in high poverty schools, because it is extensively supported by
existing literature, is very easy to adopt as an explanation for teacher non-response, or
minimal research mindedness, among teachers.
In addition to effectiveness issues, generally the overall regard for teachers in
high poverty schools is a negative one. For example, one of the most illustrative
descriptions of teachers in high poverty school is offered by the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights (2004) in the following statement “High-poverty schools, often in highminority school districts, have the least experienced teachers, the highest teacher mobility
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rates, the highest rates of teachers leaving the teaching profession, and the highest
percentage of teachers working outside their fields” (p. 31). A plethora of other research
studies in education comparing high and low poverty schools report unfavorably on high
poverty schools and on teachers in these schools. It is outside the scope of this study to
present a synopsis of the studies and findings. Yet, it is most likely that this is the very
kind of impression that could be the reason teachers opt not to respond.
Thus, this researcher holds the view that, the most likely reason teachers in high
poverty schools are discouraged from participating is the negative attention often drawn
by the results of research studies. The unfavorable light in which high poverty school
teachers are portrayed in most studies could also be daunting. The scrutiny that comes
with the surveys may have eroded trust that information will be used for supportive
interventions rather than the usual barrage of discouraging findings and
recommendations. Even though the current study overtly addressed these issues by
explicitly stating the ultimate aim to use the results to create interventions and to support
teachers in working with parentified students, teachers in high poverty schools chose not
to participate. The lack of response is taken to indicate that the level of mistrust is high,
and warrants conscious effort by educational researchers to work to rebuild trust with
high poverty schools. Also, difficulties experienced by researchers in obtaining
permission to work with high schools to conduct the current study are another example of
this mistrust.
Taken together, these findings identify additional disparities in the quality of
schooling experiences of learners in high poverty schools. Unique differences that have
not been previously identified in educational research are clarified; and the results share
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new insights on how quality differential cuts across multiple levels of school
characteristics. At the student-level, successful learners in high poverty schools report
much higher levels of ongoing engagement than their peers in more affluent schools. At
the teacher-level, in addition to research validated disparities in qualifications,
educational attainment, certification status, and years of experience beyond the first few
years (Clotfelter et al., 2006; Rass et al., 2012), teachers in high poverty schools are also
twice as likely to decline to participate in educational research, including providing
information about their former students and reporting those students’ performance in
their classes.
Parentified Learners in High Poverty Schools. For parentified learners
attending high poverty schools, the findings extend existing research and point to even
harder schooling experiences with more pronounced consequences, than initially
recognized, for this population. In addition to the already mentioned educational
resources disparities, and teacher quality disparities characteristic of low poverty schools,
there is likely an additional barrier introduced when there is status mismatch between
students and teachers with teachers holding higher socio economic status (Alexander,
Entwisle, & Olson, 2001). Thus, parentified students in high poverty schools, may not
only feel detached from their larger school communities, but may also experience
student-teacher social distances and associated negative teacher affect. It is fair to
imagine that several other demographic differences such as race, gender, and immigration
status would exacerbate socially distant attitudes among parentified learners in high
poverty schools. Hence, the theoretically identified sense of alienation, hypervigilance,
feelings of being misunderstood by adults, challenges in emotional expression, and a
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generally low capacity for interpersonal relationships, including intimate and romantic
relationships among these learners (Burton, 2007).
Theoretical and Research Implications of the Study
This study presents factors that affect academic engagement and achievement of
adolescents, with particular attention paid to parentified learners and high poverty
schools. The study has pre- and in-service teacher training implications. The current
results also have implications for other frontline helping personnel such as counselor
educators, school counselors, school psychologists, and school social workers. Other
implications are for educational research, with particular focus on research targeting high
poverty schools.
Educational Practice and Administration
The results, whether analyzed by separate teacher data groups, or by looking at
English and Math data in combination, reveal that socio-emotional/interpersonal and
teaching-learning focused behaviors matter for improved learning outcomes. More
specifically, the data suggest that there are both shared and unique covariates of academic
engagement and academic achievement. As expected, the primary contribution for
stronger Academic Engagement is made by basic teaching-learning focused behaviors as
represented by In-Class Teacher Support variables. Nonetheless, high relatedness is
implicated in maintaining high academic engagement. Aspects of schooling, as
represented by Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, make additive rather than primary
contributions to academic engagement. While positive teacher attitudes are shown to
matter for engagement, they were not shown to matter as much for achievement, except
for Unconditionality of Regard. Additionally, subject-specific differences in covariates of
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academic engagement and academic achievement explain nuances found in achievement
and engagement. It would be interesting to have more subject-specific data for the other
relational and engagement variables as well.
The above mentioned processes, about how the central variables influence
learning outcomes (engagement and achievement), between Math and English, are
critical for improved teacher effectiveness in these subject areas. Teacher educators and
in-service teacher training program organizers or consultants, for English and Math, need
to be knowledgeable about teacher attitudinal qualities and in-class teacher support
variables that influence engagement and achievement in these subject areas, and make
this information available to teachers and teacher-trainees. More specifically, for English
teachers, attitudinal qualities of importance for enhanced engagement and stronger
feelings of memberships appear to be Regard, Empathy, and Unconditionality of Regard.
It would be interesting to explore further how these qualities could be better expressed
and utilized to create a classroom environment conducive to stronger school membership,
engagement and achievement. By the same token, for Math teachers, attitudinal qualities
to develop and tap into are Regard and Empathy. Caution is highly recommended in how
Congruency is expressed and utilized by Math teachers as it appears to undermine effort,
exertion and persistence or willingness to stay on-task.
Teachers also need to be knowledgeable and mindful of the issues concerning
parentified learners, and learners in high poverty schools. For example, the extent to
which teachers support their autonomy is important to parentified learners. Awareness of
this and other issues pertinent to the parentified learner population would help teachers
provide more meaningful support. In addition, students’ feelings of being connected to
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the school differ sharply, with parentified learners mostly among the students who feel
the least connection to their school community. Teacher preparation, both pre- and inservice, needs to include strategies for teachers to use to help parentified learners
experience themselves as equally important members of their school community. Teacher
education programs offering specialization for teaching in inner city or high poverty
schools could assist by including discussion of research participation issues to help
teacher trainees realize the need and potential value of participation. Math teaching in
high poverty schools needs to be informed by, among other positive teacher qualities,
higher levels of regard, as part of addressing affective issues. Teacher affective responses
characterized by warmth, caring, and being drawn towards the student, appear to matter
more for Math learning in high poverty schools. By the same token, positive teacher
attitudes may buffer negative affective issues in Math classes, in general. In-depth
learning of these attitudes and how they contribute to engagement and achievement
should form part of the teacher education curricula for all teachers.
Scholarship and Research
Taken together, the above findings also carry important practical implications
particularly relevant for development and advancement of scholarship necessary for
supporting teachers serving in economically disadvantaged high schools. Results of the
present study provide new elements that could expand teachers’ understanding of the
impact of certain critical developmental processes, such as adultification/parentification,
and the role of positive relational attitudes and experiences, such a teacher autonomy
support, on academic engagement and success of their learners. First, the findings in the
current study suggest that Teacher Attitudinal Qualities and In-Class Teacher Support are
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important for enhanced academic achievement and engagement, and stronger school
membership/connectedness. However, because of the size and representativeness of the
current sample for the study, some of the observed relationships, like the role of
Congruency, were weak or poorly defined. Future educational research should strive for a
bona fide high school adolescent sample for a fuller picture of the contribution of the
variables studied herein. Also, the considerable amount of missing teacher data
encountered in the current study could have been minimized if a less retrospective
sampling and data collection method was used.
Additionally, the failure of the Path Analysis to reveal the strength of the link
between Academic Engagement and Academic Achievement, points to the need of a
larger high school sample with a wider range in achievement scores. A larger and more
varied sample would also assist with understanding or eliminating the low observed
power in the MANOVA results. Finally, adultification, particularly parentification was
found to contribute negatively to academic achievement. The actual size of the effect, and
variations explained by other levels of adultification (precocious, mentored, and
peerified) remain to be examined. Lastly, enhancing research mindedness in high poverty
schools needs to be made an urgent focus of educational research with the aim to address
teacher participation issues. Research mindedness would contribute to both growth in
teacher effectiveness (through being a consumer of research), and a desire to contribute to
the knowledge base through participation.
Multicultural and Social Justice Counseling and Teaching
This study showed that there are distinct differences for parentified learners and
learners in high poverty schools in some of their school and relational experiences, with a
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significant impact on their academic engagement and achievement. Some differences
were found in experiences of teacher support and sense of school memberships or
connectedness. Perhaps these differences would be larger, had the sample been more
representative of the populations of interest to this study. Parentified learners feel less
supported by their teachers in terms of autonomy-support. These learners also experience
less connectedness with their larger school community, a well-researched characteristic
of outsider status. These results highlight significantly strong factors that directly and
indirectly affect academic achievement of learners in high poverty schools as well as
parentified learns. To effectively address these inequities, teachers and administrators
could team up with, school counselors and social workers to advocate for necessary
changes in teaching and counseling approaches. For school counselors in high poverty
schools, in particular, this form of advocacy and social justice work is critical in helping
prevent and address the issues raised herein. A social justice approach to counseling, in
which advocacy counseling is deeply embedded (Trusty & Brown, 2005), is inextricably
linked to prevention (Davidson & Adams, 2006) and means using all of the methods of
counseling and psychology to confront injustices and inequality in society (Arredondo &
Perez, 2003). Thus, advocacy counseling is recommended as a viable framework, through
the advocacy counseling agenda, for school counselors to work within schools to address
issues pertaining to parentified learners and learners in high poverty contexts. The
advocacy counseling agenda provides examples of the ways in which school counselors
and school social workers can step outside of their traditional work settings and strive to
make changes in schools where there are many disenfranchised, less privileged, minority,
marginalized, and at-risk youth with few advocates (Trusty & Brown, 2005).
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Limitations and Recommendations
The findings of the present study have some limitations. First, the sample used in
the study was not fully representative of the population of interest. As a result of
challenges in obtaining permission to recruit high school adolescents from high poverty
schools, participants were first-year college students who had recently graduated from
high school. Because the participants were all successful, the range of the achievement
scores was restricted, resulting in problems with the originally planned Path Analysis.
Secondly, difficulty obtaining the desired sample size among the college student
sample introduced additional limitations to the study. The original plan for recruiting the
college sample was to invite students from economically disadvantaged home
backgrounds. For this reason, TRIO SSS programs were specifically targeted. However,
because only two out of the six recruited programs agreed to participate, the sample size
was small. In order to increase sample size, recruitment was then extended to other SSS
programs and to Student Subject Pools of the departments of psychology in participating
institutions. The final sample included variations in levels of poverty, and thus, was not
fully representative of economically disadvantaged home context.
Lastly, a considerable amount of missing and incomplete teacher-data, warranting
withdrawal of teacher surveys from analysis was limiting to the results. These limitations
could have been minimized if researchers had met teachers in-school and administered
the teacher surveys in-person. To address these problems, future studies would need to be
conducted with a bona fide high school sample. Data collections would have to be done
in-person by researchers, or at least meet once in-person with the teachers to explain the
specific procedures involved in some measures, such as the ranking card system.
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Conclusion
Theoretically, variations in Academic Achievement appear to derive chiefly from
two sets of factors: home contextual factors and school (teacher) quality factors
(Alexander et al., 1987). While one school of thought advances out-of-school social
contexts as primary determinants of academic development, arguing that the “drag of
poverty, family stress, and community decay doesn’t suddenly turn off . . . and has
implications for the social patterning of achievement differentials among school-age
children. . . . The achievement gap across social lines would be expected to widen over
time for reasons having nothing at all to do with the schools” (Alexander et al., 2001,
p. 171), another school of thought proposes school factors, in particular teacher studentrelationships as a primary source of intergenerational bonding, that leads to
connectedness and in turn academic engagement (Bond et al., 2007; Crosnoe et al.,
2004). This study examined the potential impact of both of these perspectives through the
two input or exogenous variables of Adultification (Parentification), as a home context
variable, and Teacher Attitudinal Qualities, as a school context variable, on Academic
Achievement.
Accordingly, a model depicting a system of variables that influence academic
achievement was hypothesized and this study was designed to test the significance of the
model including both direct and indirect relationships through Structural Equation
Modelling (Path Analysis). The hypothesized model postulated perceived teacher
attitudes, relational experiences such as perceived teacher support and teacher treatment,
connectedness with school community, and academic engagement as predictors of
academic achievement. While the model did not work as expected, this study was able to
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use alternative analytical methods to explicate the influence of teacher attitudes and
parentification on academic achievement and engagement. Difficulties experienced with
the SEM emanate from recruitment challenges experienced by current researchers
resulting from restrictions in accessing high school student populations. While reasons
for regulating and limiting researcher access to high schools are valid, consequences of
complete denial of access are far-reaching and have deleterious effects on development of
educational research and scholarship aimed at understanding issues pertinent to under
studied populations such as parentified learners attending economically disadvantaged
high schools. Were these challenges to be resolved and data that are more representative
of the full range of academic achievement score distribution obtained, the role of teacher
attitudes on academic achievement in general, and for parentified learners in particular,
would be better clarified.
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Letter of Permission to Use the TES

WMU Webmail Plus

n4nako@wmich.edu
+ Font size -

RE: RE: Urgent request for information on TES

From : Madhu Singh <msingh@tougaloo.edu>
Subject : RE: RE: Urgent request for information on
TES

Wed Sep 23 2009 12:13:45 PM
1 attachment

To : Nontle Nako <nontle.nako@wmich.edu>

I am attaching the scale for you. The reliability etc you will find in the published article
Best wishes
Madhu Singh
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Letter of Permission to Use the TSS

WMU Webmail Plus

n4nako@wmich.edu
+ Font size -

Re: A request for a copy of the TSS

From :

Ellen McWhirter <ellenmcw@uoregon.edu> Tue Sep 29 2009 12:29:12 PM

Subject : Re: A request for a copy of the TSS
To :

1 attachment

Nontle Nako <nontle.nako@wmich.edu>

Dear Nontle,
I am attaching the TSS and a revised version of it, along with the psychometric
information that I have. If you wish to use this measure for your dissertation research,
please send me an email indicating your agreement to send me a summary of the
psychometric properties of the measure in your sample, as well as a description of your
sample (e.g. age, ethnicity, ses, etc.). If you agree to inform me of your findings so that I
may track this measure's use and outcomes, then you have my permission to use the
measure for your research. Your project sounds interesting!
Best wishes in your research,
Ellen McWhirter

***********************************************
Ellen Hawley McWhirter, Ph. D.
Professor
Counseling Psychology Program
5251 University of Oregon
Eugene, OR 97403-5251
ellenmcw@uoregon.edu
office: (541) 346-2443
FAX: (541) 346-6778
http://counpsych.uoregon.edu/
http://counpsych.uoregon.edu/cpsyfaculty/emcwhirter.html
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Letter of Permission to Use the PQ-Y and the FRS-Y

WMU Webmail Plus

n4nako@wmich.edu
+ Font size -

Re: REQUEST FOR THE PARENTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE- YOUTH
From : Gregory Jurkovic <gjurkovic@msn.com>
Subject : Re: REQUEST FOR THE
PARENTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIREYOUTH

Wed Oct 28 2009 5:18:29 PM
2 attachments

To : nontle nako <nontle.nako@wmich.edu>
Dear Nontle:
Sorry for the delay; I've retired from GSU and just learned that you were attempting to
contact me. Please find attached two of the parentification measures that we've used in
research. The PQ-Y is a continuous measure assessing level of parentification. Later, we
developed the FRS-Y to measure different facets of the parentification construct:
instrumental caregiving, emotional caregiving, and justice (perceived fairness of
caregiving activities). We also changed the name of the measure to a value-free one in
light of the fact that in many cultures, assignment of significant responsibilities to
children is normative and just (i.e., acknowledged, supported, and reciprocated). Please
don't hesitate to contact me if you have other questions either via e-mail or cell ph. (404401-1778). Best of luck with your research.
Greg Jurkovic, Ph.D.
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Letter of Permission to Use the PSMS

WMU Webmail Plus

n4nako@wmich.edu
+ Font size -

Psychological Sense of Membership Scale

From : Carol S Goodenow (DOE)
<CGoodenow@doe.mass.edu>

Thu May 27 2010 2:38:04 PM
1 attachment

Subject : Psychological Sense of Membership Scale
To : nontle nako <nontle.nako@wmich.edu>
Dear Ms. Nako,
I’ve attached a copy of the original article about school
connectedness/membership. The PSSM questionnaire is embedded in the article, and
you are welcome to use it for your research project.
Regards,
Carol Goodenow, Ph.D.
Director, Coordinated School Health
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
75 Pleasant Street
Malden, MA 02148
781-338-3603
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Letter of Permission to Use the Teacher Bonding Self Report Measure
WMU Webmail Plus

n4nako@wmich.edu
+ Font size -

Re: REQUEST FOR THE 'TEACHER BONDING' SELF REPORT
MEASURE
From : Rob Crosnoe <crosnoe@austin.utexas.edu>
Subject : Re: REQUEST FOR THE 'TEACHER
BONDING' SELF REPORT MEASURE

Mon May 31 2010 4:21:52 PM
2 attachments

To : Nontle Nako <nontle.nako@wmich.edu>
Reply To : crosnoe@austin.utexas.edu
Hi Nontle, Here are the Add Health codebooks from which the variables items were
selected. There were three -- 15 and 23 from INHOME5 and 2 from INHOME35. You
can follow the instructions in the actual paper on how the items were combined and what
the alpha is. It has been so long I honestly don't remember. Good luck with this, Rob

-Robert Crosnoe, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Sociology and Population Research Center
University of Texas at Austin
1 University Station A1700
Austin, TX 78712
Phone: 512.232.6340; Fax: 512.471.1748
Email: crosnoe@austin.utexas.edu
Web: http://www.utexas.edu/cola/centers/prc/faculty/crosnoer
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Letter of Permission to Use the RAPS Scales

WMU Webmail Plus
Re: Request for copies of RAPS scales.
From : James Connell <jpcirre@aol.com>
Subject : Re: Request for copies of RAPS scales.

n4nako@wmich.edu

Tue Jun 15 2010 12:26:03 PM

To : nontle nako <nontle.nako@wmich.edu>,
wmirre@aol.com
NONTLE...i did not get your first note but we'd be glad to help advise you on your
dissertation proposal. here is the link for the manual and the RAPS scales...
we only use a subset of these scales in our ongoing work but you can use any of these
measures and reference the material in the manual.
http://irre.org/publications/research-assessment-package-schools-raps-manual
please contact our director of research and measurement dr. william moore with any
questions. i have copied him on this email.
good luck on your project. it sounds important and interesting.
jim connell
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Letter of Permission to Use the SCS

From : Michael Furlong
<mfurlong@education.ucsb.edu>
Subject : Re: Request for the School Connectedness
Measure
To : Nontle Nako <nontle.nako@wmich.edu>

Wed, Jul 21, 2010 06:42 PM

Dear Nontle,
Thank you for investigating this topic. I found it
interesting to see that you are looking at a special group
of students that are not included in a lot of research.
With respect to the scales you asked about, if you go to the
"Resources" link at this web site, you will see that you can
download manuscripts for the School Connectedness Scale and
Psychological Sense of School Membership Scale, I think,
will provide you with the information that you need.
http://web.me.com/michaelfurlong/ISPA
I wish you the best on your project. Please let me know how
it turns out.
Regards,
Mike Furlong

1 attachment
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Letter of Permission to Use the TTI

re TTI
From : Rhona S. Weinstein
<rhona_weinstein@berkeley.edu>
Subject : re TTI
To : nontle nako <nontle.nako@wmich.edu>

Mon, Jul 19, 2010 08:02 PM

Thanks for your interest in the TTI. I will send the files in two emails.
I have enclosed electronic copies of the forms, best Prof. Weinstein

Rhona S. Weinstein, Ph.D.
Professor of the Graduate School
Psychology--3210 Tolman Hall MC 1650
University of California
Berkeley, CA 94720

9 attachments
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Letter of Permission to Use the BLRI – Form OS-40-TP

110A Empire Ave., Wembley Downs, WA. Australia 6019
Email: gt_barrett-lennard@iinet.net.au
6th Oct., 2010
Nontle Nako, Doctoral Associate
Counselor Education & Counseling Psychology
Western Michigan University
Dear Ms Nako
This letter confers my formal permission for your research use of the BarrettLennard Relationship Inventory (BLRI), in accord with the conditions mentioned
below. Please note these conditions and retain this letter.
1.
(a) This permission covers your preparation and use of up to six
hundred and twenty (620) copies altogether of the Inventory. These may used
in your immediate study and any future research that you conduct, collaborate
in or personally supervise.
(b) This agreement covers applications of the instrument in research and
training-educational contexts. It excludes use of the Relationship Inventory in
private fee-paying practice for diagnostic or related practice purposes. (If this
exclusion prevents any application you later desire, write again about the
further use you seek my agreement to.)
2. An associated condition calls on you to provide for my records the full
reference details (when they are available), of any research report or
publication that includes results from use of the RI under this permission. I
would be pleased also to have a summary or abstract.
3. If you make any adjustments to a 40-item or 64-item form of the RI that
I provide, my permission depends on you sending me a copy of the amended
version as soon as you consider it ready for use. You would need also to include
a full description of any such modification and the reasons for it in your
research report(s).
4. The BLRI includes my last name in its title, and this should appear on all
copies. If you wish to include the Inventory in a graduate thesis/dissertation or
any unpublished report of your work available to others, it is essential to
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clearly note that this inclusion has my permission – which this letter hereby
provides in advance.
This consent does not extend to publishing any whole form of the RI in a
journal article or book. It could be closely described in print, with a few
illustrative items, together with mention of more detailed information sources,
such as my report in the Greenberg/Pinsof volume (1986) or the pertinent
chapter (#8) in my 2003 book.
I will be interested in the way your work with the Relationship Inventory
develops, and look forward to knowing its outcomes.
Sincerely —

_____________________________________________________________
Telephone: International +61 8 92451700/64683358
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Letter of Permission to Use the SEDS-S

From: Ellen Skinner [mailto:skinnere@pdx.edu]
Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2011 1:03 AM
To: Nontle Nako
Subject: Re: REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO USE THE Student Engagement and
Disaffection Scale -Student (SEDS-S)
Thanks for your e-mail. I enclose a link that includes the most
current versions of all the assessments that we have available and
articles that include their psychometric properties. You are welcome
to use any of them in your research.
http://www.pdx.edu/psy/ellen-skinner-1
Ellen Skinner

Appendix B
Letters of Consent
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Letter of Consent for Teachers

Western Michigan University

Department of Counselor Education and Counseling Psychology
Principal Investigator:

Mary Zwoyer Anderson

Student Investigator:

Nontle Nako

Title of Study:

Understanding the Influence of Student-Teacher & StudentSchool Relationships

You have been nominated by at least one of your former students to be invited to
participate in a research study titled “Understanding the Influence of Student-Teacher and
Student-School Relationships”. This project will serve as Nontle Nako’s dissertation for
the requirements of the Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) degree in Counseling Psychology.
This consent document will explain the purpose of this research project and will go over
all of the time commitments, the procedures used in the study, and the risks and benefits
of participating in this research project. Please read this consent form carefully and
completely and please ask any questions if you need more clarification.
What are we trying to find out in this study?
This study investigates the quality and strength of the relationships students attending
public high schools have with their teachers and their school. The researchers want to
know whether positive “student-teacher” and “student-school” relationships help students
learn more effectively, and achieve better academic results. The overall purpose of the
study is to determine the usefulness of positive teacher-student relationships in creating a
positive school climate that helps students connect with their school community and
better achieve their learning outcomes. Students of particular interest to the study are
those that have prematurely assumed certain adult responsibilities, due to varied home
experiences and backgrounds; referred herein as ‘adultified’ adolescents. The researchers
will examine if these students’ overall relationships with their teachers and school
community are positive, and if there is an association between their relationships and
their academic achievement.
Who can participate in this study?
To participate, you must teach English or Math, or both, in Grade12 and be nominated by the
particular student you will be providing information about.

Where will this study take place?
This study will take place in several institutions of higher education in the state of
Michigan that offer Student Support Services (SSS), which are programs aimed at
helping students from economically disadvantaged home backgrounds successfully
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complete college. Some of your former students were recruited through their university/
college SSS programs, and by forwarding you this letter, have consented for you to
complete surveys about their high school experience and will provide information about
their academic achievement. For teachers, participation includes completing a
demographic survey, and responding to surveys about your experiences with former
student(s). Teacher participants are requested to complete and return the survey within a
week of receipt, but may take up to a month to return all completed surveys about their
students. Should you choose to participate, completed surveys should be returned to the
researchers in the self-addressed and stamped envelope provided. Should you choose not
to participate, blank surveys may also be returned using the envelope provided.
What is the time commitment for participating in this study?
Completion of the surveys is expected to take approximately 15 to 20 minutes, depending
on the number of your former-students who nominated you and for whom you are
providing data.
What will you be asked to do if you choose to participate in this study?
You will be asked to complete a survey and answer questions regarding your demographic
information. You will also be asked to respond to questions about your relationship with the
students who agree to participate and to rank these students according to how you expect them to
perform in college classes.
All information about you and your students will remain confidential. That is, all information
about students’ identity will be protected at all times from the researchers. The information you
will provide will use only code numbers rather than student names. The researchers will NOT
report any identifying information about you, your school, and your students. All survey
materials and forms will be de-identified. Researchers will only use codes to record and store
data, and will NOT connect code numbers to student names on data lists.

What information is being measured during the study?
You will be asked to respond to questions about your expectations for your students’
overall performance in their first year college class(es). You will also be asked to rank
your students according to how you expect them to perform in the subject matter you
teach at the end of the first semester. Students who are incoming college freshman and
recent graduates from your high school, who agree to participate will be asked questions
about their relationship with you, other teachers in the school, the school community in
general, and about their home background.
What are the risks of participating in this study and how will these risks be
minimized?
As in all research there may be unforeseen risks to the participant. The primary risk of
participating is that it will cost you time (at least 15 to 20 minutes), and you may be
uncomfortable responding to questions about your relational experiences with your
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students. A second risk is that information cannot be always guaranteed to be
confidential, however, no identifying information will be attached to data lists and
confidentiality will be protected to the maximum extent allowable by the law. Your
students, their parents, or the principal will not have access to your responses.
What are the benefits of participating in this study?
The potential benefits for you and your school include gaining a greater awareness of the
experiences of adultified adolescents in your class and school; and learning more about
how teacher-student relationships influence academic engagement and achievement. The
scientific and societal benefits of the study include identifying factors that influence
academic achievement of adolescents attending schools serving economically
disadvantaged communities. At your request, a report of findings will be provided to you.
Once you have reviewed findings, if you think you and your colleagues might benefit
from in-service training about working with adultified learners, you may indicate this by
sending an email to the student-researcher at: nontle.nako@wmich.edu
Are there any costs associated with participating in this study?
No financial costs associated with participation are anticipated. However, the survey will
take teacher participants approximately 20 minutes to complete.
Is there any compensation for participating in this study?
No compensation will be made available for participating in this study. But researchers
would consider requests for, and are willing to offer, in-service training to participating
university/college staff and high school teachers.
Who will have access to the information collected during this study?
All data and information will remain confidential. That means that your name, the name of your
school, and your school district will be omitted from all test forms, and code numbers will be
attached to track and match data. The student researcher (Ms Nontle Nako) will keep a separate
master list with the names of participating teachers and student’s code numbers (not names) to
help researchers track which student codes (not names) correspond with which teacher survey
data. Once student and teacher data are matched, the code list will be destroyed. Data from the
surveys will be stored in a data file on a computer secured with a username and password that
will be managed by the student -researcher (at Western Michigan University). Per the regulatory
minimum, this data will be kept for at least three years after the project closes. A copy of the data
will be stored with the principal researcher (Dr Mary Zwoyer Anderson), in locked file cabinets
and/or password protected electronic files, and accessible to the Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board at Western Michigan University. Data will be published in aggregate form at some
point, but individual information will not be shared, published, or presented. No names will be
used if the results are published or reported at a professional meeting, dissertation defense,
publication, or if data is used during workshops.
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What if you want to stop participating in this study?
You can choose to stop participating in the study at any time for any reason. You will not
suffer any prejudice or penalty by your decision to stop your participation. You will
experience NO consequences either professionally or personally if you choose to
withdraw from this study.
Should you have any questions prior to or during the study, you can contact the student
investigator , Nontle Nako at nontle.nako@wmich.edu or 517 333 2096 and/or the
primary investigator, Mary Zwoyer Anderson at mary.anderson@wmich.edu or 269-3875113.You may also contact the Chair, Human Subjects Institutional Review Board at
269-387-8293 or the Vice President for Research at 269-387-8298 if questions arise
during the course of the study.
This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) as indicated by the stamped date and signature of
the board chair in the upper right corner. Do not participate in this study if the stamped
date is older than one year.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I have read this informed consent document. The risks and benefits have been explained
to me. I agree to take part in this study. My return of completed surveys serves as my
consent to participate.
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Consent Form for Student Participants

Understanding the influence of “Student-Teacher & Student-School relationships”
Consent Form
My name is Nontle Nako. I am a student-researcher working with Dr. Mary Zwoyer
Anderson on a research study learning about students’ connections with their teachers
and the broader school community. We hope to understand if better relationships and
stronger connections within the school community can help learners enjoy school more
and get better grades. Understanding how student-teacher relationships help students
learn better in schools will help the researchers support other teachers working in high
schools that are similar to your former high school form stronger relationships with their
students to help them learn better and succeed more in their academics.
I am here today to ask you to be part of my study. If you agree to be in my study, you will
be given a questionnaire to answer. The questions will be regarding your demographic
information; and questions about your relationship with your teachers and your former
high school community. Other questions will be about your childhood/adolescent
experiences. The only time you will write your name is on the detachable first page
portion of your survey. On this portion you are asked to fill in your full name next to the
code number and submit to your Grade 12 Math and English teachers to help them give
us information about you. If your teachers choose to help with the research, they will
only use your code number so that the researcher will not know who you are.
Your answers to the questions will not be given to the school or teachers. The
questionnaire will require approximately 30 minutes to complete. With your permission,
your English and Math teachers will be asked to provide information about you and
answer some questions about your activities and behaviors in their class. With your
permission, your college will be asked to provide your ACT and GPA scores to the
researchers. Your name, or any other identifying information, will not be revealed to
the researchers, only the code number will be used to refer to you. The only risks
anticipated to you if you choose to participate in the study are time costs (half an hour, or
so), and other minor discomforts typically experienced by students when they are being
surveyed (e.g., boredom, mild stress owing to the testing situation). It is also anticipated
that students may be uncomfortable responding to questions about their relational
experiences with their teachers, school, or family.
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All the information you and your teachers provide will be kept confidential. The
researchers will not give your answers to your teachers and will not give your teacher’s
answers about you to others. The researchers will not know if you are in the study or not
because you will not use your real name in the survey. Your teacher will only know that
you are in the study, but will not know your answers. Your name will not be on any of
the forms. The researchers will use a code number instead. The researchers will keep a
list of code numbers and teacher names that will be destroyed once the researchers have
connected your teachers’ survey data with yours.
The researcher will put information learned about you together with information learned
about other students so no one can tell what information came from you. When the
researcher tells other people about this research, they will not use your name or code
number, so no one can tell who they are talking about.
You must be 18 years or older to participate in this study. Even if you are old enough to
participate, if you don’t want to be in the study, for any reason, no one will be mad at
you. If you want to be in the study now and change your mind later, that’s OK. You can
stop at any time. If you have any questions or concerns about this study, how to do any
part of it, or to report an injury please discuss them with Ms Nontle Nako. My email
address is nontle.nako@wmich.edu and my phone number is 517 333 2096. Or you can
contact my supervisor, Dr. Mary Zwoyer Anderson, at Western Michigan University,
3110 Sangren Hall, 1903 Western Michigan Ave, Kalamazoo, MI 49008. You can
contact Dr. Anderson at mary.anderson@wmich.edu or 269 387 5113.You can also call
me if you decide you don’t want to be in the study any more. If you have questions or
concerns about your role and rights as a research participant, would like to obtain
information or offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this study, you may
contact, anonymously if you wish, the Western Michigan University’s Human Research
Protection Program at (269 387 8293) or the Vice President for Research (269 387 8298).
This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board as indicated by the stamped date and signature of the board
chair in the upper right corner. Do not participate in this study if the stamped date is more
than one year old.
You may keep this form in case you want to ask questions later.
Your return of completed surveys indicates your consent to participate.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Appendix C
Meeting Scripts and Handout Samples
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Detachable Slips (Student-to-Teacher)

UNDERSTANDING THE INFLUENCE OF
“STUDENT-TEACHER” & “STUDENT-SCHOOL”
RELATIONSHIPS
NOTE: Fill in all required information. Detach this page and put it in the envelope
with your English Teacher’s Name. Make sure the name you write in the Box is
the same name you have written on the envelope

Student Name: _______________________________ CODE #:______________
Dear Ms/Mrs/Mr __________________________________________
I was a student in your GR 12 English class of 2013.
I am currently enrolled in undergraduate studies at
__________________________ and have decided to participate in this survey with
my fellow freshmen who are also First Generation College Students.
I request you to support me and provide researchers with information about
my experiences in your class. I have given researchers permission to contact
you about me and my performance in your class.
I hope that you will assist researchers with all necessary information, and will
contact the researchers if you find it necessary.
The purpose of this detachable slip is to provide you with my survey CODE
number indicated on the top right corner. Please ONLY use this number when
providing information about me and keep this slip, or destroy it once you have
completed the survey. My participation is anonymous and only the code
number will appear in the surveys.
Thanking you in advance for your time and consideration. Your cooperation is
highly appreciated.
Sincerely,
_______________________________
Participant’s Signature
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UNDERSTANDING THE INFLUENCE OF
“STUDENT-TEACHER” & “STUDENT-SCHOOL”
RELATIONSHIPS
NOTE: Fill in all required information. Detach this page and give it back to the
researcher. Make sure to write your student identification number as it appears
on your Student ID Card. Also write your CODE number.
Dear Student Participant,
As part of your participation in this study, we are requesting permission to
access your High School GPA and ACT scores through the University/College
records.
If you are willing to grant this permission, please record your student
university or college identification below and return this page to the
researcher.
Please DO NOT your write your name on this form. Researchers will only use
your student ID number to request your scores. Once your scores have been
matched to your CODE number, the university will destroy your ID number and
will NOT give it back to the researchers.
Only your CODE number will be associated with your scores, and not your
name or student ID.

Student WIN: __________________________________ CODE
#:____________________
(College Identification Number)
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Sample SSS Programs Directors and Staff Meeting Script
(Fall Welcome/Orientation Week)

1
2
3

Greetings and Introductions
Give a short synopsis of myself as a student- researcher : Background, Academic
experience
Explain the study and give SSS program coordinators a copy of the introductory
page (See Copy attached below): This study is looking at interpersonal-relationships
between SSS program participants and their former high school teachers to see how
students perceive their relationships with their school communities. The study is also
looking at teacher expectations for the students in the SSS program to see if there
are connections between their expectations, and student’s perceptions of their
relationship with the teachers, their feelings for the school community in general,
and their achievement (GPA and ACT scores). Students of particular interest are
those with exceptional childhood/family experiences, particularly children who took
on adult responsibilities at a young age. When a child/student takes on adult
responsibilities in their family their roles, responsibilities, and behaviors may
become ‘out of synch’ with contemporary social and institutional notions of what
children are expected to do. This study examines how these children relate with their
teachers, and the school community at large, in order to determine if strengthening
their relationships with teachers and the school community would help them achieve
better learning outcomes or succeed more in school.
SSS programs that agree to provide support for this study will be asked to allow the
researcher to come to Orientation/ Fall welcome and to present the study to SSS
students Staff will also be asked to assist the student-researcher in gaining access to
institutional data including participating student GPAs and ACT scores.
Participating students will grant permission for the student researcher to access this
institutional data. SSS program participants are considered a better fit for sample
purposes than non-SSS program students, and results of the study will be used to
support high schools from which most SSS-program students come from.
Students who agree to participate will each nominate two of their high school
teachers to participate.… Teachers who agree to participate will be asked to provide
us some information about themselves, their expectations for students, and their
assessment of participating students’ level of engagement and achievement. The
results and implications will be shared with participating SSS programs,
participating teachers and their schools if desired. The results, as stated in the hand
out provided, will be used to support teachers in the U.S. as well as teachers
teaching children growing up in developing countries where chances of youth
assuming adult responsibilities at a young age are exponentially increased for youth
due to the HIV/AIDS pandemic and other socio-political and economic factors. More
information about this study is provided on the handout.
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4
5

6

7

Questions and clarification
Discuss logistics [Dates and time(s)]
Due date for completed surveys, mailing arrangements to schools and incentives for
participation: 1 week from date
Forms:
(I)
Informed consent for students
(II)
Student Surveys
(III) Stamped Envelopes to address to former teachers and seal up for mailing
(IV) GPA & ACT score lists.
(V)
Flyers for students
Questions and clarifications
Ending and A word of Thanks to the participants
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SSS Program Staff & Teacher Handout
Introduction: Understanding the influence of “Student-Teacher & Student-School
relationships” Study.
The primary aim of this study is to explore learner’s connections with their teachers. The
study investigates the quality of the relationships adolescents, growing up in
economically disadvantaged families have with their teachers. The secondary aim is to
examine the effects of the quality of these Teacher-Learner relationships on academic
engagement and achievement of the learners. Learners of particular interest to the
researcher are learners who took on adult responsibilities while they were still
adolescents. Youth who take on adult responsibilities as adolescents may perform
extensive labor in their families, as a function of poverty; their roles, responsibilities, and
behaviors are ‘out of synch’ with contemporary social and institutional notions of what
children are expected to do (Burton, 2007). The researcher argues that many children
growing up in economically disadvantaged contexts have higher chances of taking on
adult roles at an early age. This process has been termed Adultification in the research
literature, and is described as occuring at four levels: (i) Precocious Knowledge; (ii)
Mentored Adulitification; (iii) Peerification; and ultimately (iv) Parentification.
Parentified learners are the main target for intervention and support in this study; the
results will be used to develop interventions for teachers teaching in schools serving
historically and economically disadvantaged communities in the USA and in South
Africa.
For the purposes of this study, High School English and Math teachers (grade12) and
their former students who have graduated, and are enrolled in Student Services Program
provided by the College of choice, are invited to participate and help the researcher
understand how the phenomenon of adultification plays itself out in the American
education system with regards to achievement of learning outcomes; these results will be
used to support teachers in the U.S. as well as teachers teaching children growing up in
developing countries where chances of being adultified are exponentially increased for
the youth due to the HIV/AIDS pandemic and other socio-political and economic factors.
The potential benefits of participation include gaining a greater awareness about the process
of adultification and its implications for Teacher-Learner relationships and positive school
climate. The scientific and societal benefits of the study include identifying factors that may
improve academic engagement, academic achievement, and overall school climate in High
Schools serving economically disadvantaged communities. The research is quantitative
and correlational in design, consisting of a pencil and paper survey that can be completed
in approximately 30 minutes by students; and in about 15-20 minutes by teachers. The
researcher will travel to institutions of higher education and administer student surveys
in-person in those Student Support Services programs where directors agree to support
this research. SSS programs will be asked to send an informational email about the study
to SSS program participants and provide the student researcher opportunity to invite
students in-person during Fall Welcome or other new student orientation programs.
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Sample of Student Flyer

Western Michigan University – Department of Counselor
Education and Counseling Psychology
STUDENT PARTICIPANTS NEEDED FOR
RESEARCH ON
“STUDENT-TEACHER” & “STUDENT-SCHOOL”
RELATIONSHIPS
We are looking for volunteers to take part in a study of factors associated with the
quality of relationships students attending public high schools have with their teachers.
To participate in this study you must be 18 years or older and
must have taken either a Math or English class in your senior year of high school.
As a participant in this study, students would be asked to do 3 things.
1) Complete surveys about student experiences at home and at school, and about relationships with
teachers and the school community. This may take up to 30 minutes
*Student names will not be on any of the surveys.
The researchers will use a code number instead.
2) Give permission for researchers to contact former Math and/or English teachers to learn more about the
student’s high school performance. Teachers will use code numbers and will not use student names.
3) Give permission for their college to release their High School GPA and ACT scores to the researchers.
College staff will use code numbers and will not use student names
This study is voluntary. Students may choose not to participate at all, or may refuse to
answer certain questions or discontinue participation at any time without consequence.
Participating in this study will help researchers find ways high school teachers can
improve their relationships with their students to make schooling a pleasant and fruitful
experience for learners.
*Participants will get a chance to win one of three $25 bookstore gift cards!!!!

The student researcher will be visiting your college during the Fall Welcome to talk about this study. To participate, sign
your name, and email address in the sign-up sheet she will provide, Students who sign up to participate will be contacted
via email to let them know what time to come to complete surveys.
For more information, contact Ms Nontle Nako @ nontle.nako@wmich.edu or the primary-investigator
Dr. Mary Zwoyer Anderson, at Western Michigan University, 3251 Sangren Hall, 1903 West Michigan Ave,
Kalamazoo, MI 49008, or mary.anderson@wmich.edu or 269 387 5113
This study has been reviewed by and received approval from Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board (HSIRB), Western Michigan University.
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Sample Student’s Meeting Script

1. Greetings and Introductions (Self and Research Assistant)
2. Give a short synopsis of myself as a student- researcher : Background, Academic
experience
3. Explain the study and show students a sample of the survey as follows: This study
is looking at the types of relationships high school student have with their
teachers and their school to see how if students achieve better academic results
and grades when they have positive relationships with their teachers and their
school in general. In this study you will answer questions about how you feel
about your former teachers in your high school school, and to give permission for
us to contact your former teachers to ask about how you performed in your
classes. Also, there will be questions, in the surveys, you will be asked about
yourself, your family, your teachers and your school.
4. Explain instructions on the survey and:
(i)
Clarify the use of code numbers and the detachable portions of the survey.
(ii)
Clarify teacher survey mailing procedures
(iii)
highlight the difference in responding to the BLRI form
(5) Forms:
(i)
Consent Form: Review form with students and say: To agree to
participate in this study, and to show that you accept the invitation freely,
you have to read this form. The form reminds you that (i) your name, or
any other identifying information, will not be revealed to the researchers,
only the code number will be used to refer to you. The only risks
anticipated to you if you choose to participate in the study are time costs
(half an hour or so) ;( ii) the researchers will not know if you are in the
study or not because you will not use your real name in the survey. (iii)
Your teacher will only know that you are in the study, but will not know
your answers and most importantly (iv) If you don’t want to be in the
study, no one will be mad at you. If you want to be in the study now and
change your mind later, that’s OK. You can stop at any time.
NOTE: Return of completed surveys serves as consent.
(6) Questions and clarifications
Ending & A word of Thanks to the participants
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Appendix E
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Beta Coefficients at Each Step (ACT English)
Coefficients ACT English

Model
1 (Constant)

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

28.211

2.543

-.648

.809

Overall Engagement

-2.415

Overall Disaffection

Beta

t

Sig.

11.095

.000

-.081

-.801

.424

1.112

-.226

-2.171

.031

1.605

.932

.174

1.722

.087

24.956

4.532

5.506

.000

-.392

.810

-.049

-.485

.629

Overall Engagement

-3.089

1.199

-.290

-2.577

.011

Overall Disaffection

1.143

1.000

.124

1.144

.254

.811

1.029

.110

.788

.431

-1.010

.945

-.126

-1.070

.286

TSS Expectations

.471

1.156

.046

.408

.684

TSS Accessibility

-.654

.672

-.105

-.973

.332

RAPS_S

2.811

1.157

.241

2.430

.016

-1.540

1.092

-.154

-1.409

.160

.162

.107

.133

1.514

.132

23.803

4.843

4.915

.000

-.684

.814

-.085

-.840

.402

-2.652

1.173

-.249

-2.261

.025

Overall Disaffection

.844

.978

.091

.863

.389

TSS Involvement

.896

1.001

.121

.895

.372

-.802

.926

-.100

-.866

.388

TSS Expectations

.225

1.127

.022

.200

.842

TSS Accessibility

-.673

.664

-.108

-1.014

.312

RAPS_S

2.586

1.193

.222

2.167

.032

-1.328

1.071

-.133

-1.240

.217

SCS

.184

.106

.151

1.733

.085

REGARD (English)

.012

.059

.028

.201

.841

EMPATHY

.061

.065

.137

.945

.346

-.142

.045

-.304

-3.180

.002

.076

.042

.145

1.787

.076

Ongoing Engagement

2 (Constant)
Ongoing Engagement

TSS Involvement
TSS Positive. Regard

PSSM
SCS
3 (Constant)
Ongoing Engagement
Overall Engagement

TSS Positive. Regard

PSSM

UNCONDITIONALITY
CONGRUENCE
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4 (Constant)

26.290

4.989

5.269

.000

-.693

.808

-.086

-.858

.392

-2.504

1.167

-.235

-2.145

.033

Overall Disaffection

.845

.971

.092

.870

.386

TSS Involvement

.810

.995

.110

.814

.417

-.873

.920

-.109

-.948

.344

TSS Expectations

.259

1.119

.025

.231

.818

TSS Accessibility

-.549

.663

-.088

-.829

.408

RAPS_S

2.300

1.195

.197

1.925

.056

-1.471

1.066

-.147

-1.380

.169

SCS

.173

.106

.142

1.637

.103

REGARD (English)

.016

.059

.036

.265

.791

EMPATHY

.061

.064

.136

.944

.346

-.145

.044

-.311

-3.274

.001

.079

.042

.151

1.879

.062

-.185

.099

-.132

-1.870

.063

Ongoing Engagement
Overall Engagement

TSS Positive. Regard

PSSM

UNCONDITIONALITY
CONGRUENCE
Parentification
Note:

Dependent Variable: ACT English. TSS = Teacher Support Scale; RAPS-S = Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support ; PSSM = Psychological Sense of School Membership; SCS:
School Connectedness Scale
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Beta Coefficients at Each Step (ACT Math)
Coefficients ACT Math

Model
1 (Constant)

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

27.726

2.491

Ongoing Engagement

-1.201

.791

Overall Engagement

-3.209

Overall Disaffection

Beta

t

Sig.

11.129

.000

-.150

-1.519

.131

1.098

-.300

-2.923

.004

3.182

.919

.343

3.462

.001

29.239

4.482

6.524

.000

Overall Engagement

-1.144

.799

-.143

-1.431

.154

Overall Engagement

-3.565

1.192

-.334

-2.990

.003

Overall Disaffection

2.668

.994

.287

2.685

.008

TSS Involvement

1.678

1.016

.227

1.652

.100

TSS Positive. Regard

-1.099

.933

-.137

-1.178

.240

TSS Expectations

-1.079

1.141

-.106

-.946

.346

TSS Accessibility

-.578

.661

-.093

-.875

.383

RAPS_S

1.829

1.142

.157

1.601

.111

.024

1.069

.002

.022

.982

-.013

.100

-.011

-.126

.900

28.222

4.646

6.074

.000

Overall Engagement

-1.106

.804

-.138

-1.376

.170

Overall Engagement

-3.518

1.204

-.329

-2.922

.004

Overall Disaffection

2.586

1.006

.278

2.569

.011

TSS Involvement

1.437

1.039

.195

1.383

.168

TSS Positive. Regard

-.934

.939

-.116

-.995

.321

TSS Expectations

-1.178

1.138

-.116

-1.036

.302

TSS Accessibility

-.321

.677

-.052

-.474

.636

RAPS_S

1.781

1.181

.153

1.508

.133

PSSM

.124

1.067

.012

.116

.907

SCS

.002

.100

.001

.017

.986

Level of Regard

.023

.051

.070

.448

.655

Empathy

-.028

.053

-.079

-.516

.607

Unconditionality of Regard

-.073

.039

-.164

-1.847

.066

.059

.042

.125

1.395

.165

2 (Constant)

PSSM
SCS
3 (Constant)

Congruence
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4 (Constant)

31.614

4.761

6.640

.000

Overall Engagement

-1.123

.791

-.140

-1.420

.157

Overall Engagement

-3.315

1.188

-.310

-2.791

.006

Overall Disaffection

2.562

.991

.276

2.586

.011

TSS Involvement

1.410

1.023

.191

1.379

.170

TSS Positive. Regard

-1.056

.926

-.132

-1.141

.256

TSS Expectations

-1.155

1.120

-.113

-1.031

.304

TSS Accessibility

-.219

.667

-.035

-.329

.743

RAPS_S

1.587

1.165

.136

1.362

.175

PSSM

-.187

1.058

-.019

-.177

.860

SCS

-.005

.098

-.005

-.055

.956

.027

.050

.081

.529

.597

Empathy

-.031

.053

-.090

-.593

.554

Unconditionality of Regard

-.071

.039

-.160

-1.826

.070

.046

.042

.099

1.116

.266

-.264

.103

-.183

-2.568

.011

Level of Regard

Congruence
Parentification
Note:

Dependent Variable: ACT Math. TSS = Teacher Support Scale; RAPS-S = Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support ; PSSM = Psychological Sense of School Membership; SCS: School
Connectedness Scale
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Beta Coefficients at Each Step (ACT Composite Score)
Coefficients ACT composite Score

Model
1 (Constant)

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

27.283

2.109

-.924

.667

Overall Engagement

-2.775

Overall Disaffection

Beta

t

Sig.

12.938

.000

-.137

-1.386

.167

.927

-.308

-2.993

.003

2.563

.775

.328

3.308

.001

28.151

3.738

7.531

.000

-.830

.667

-.123

-1.246

.214

Overall Engagement

-3.000

.997

-.333

-3.010

.003

Overall Disaffection

2.079

.829

.266

2.508

.013

TSS Involvement

1.484

.847

.239

1.752

.082

-1.249

.778

-.185

-1.605

.110

TSS Expectations

-.827

.952

-.097

-.870

.386

TSS Accessibility

-.350

.553

-.067

-.632

.528

RAPS_S

1.945

.956

.199

2.034

.043

PSSM

-.951

.903

-.113

-1.054

.293

.102

.088

.100

1.156

.249

27.987

4.205

6.656

.000

Ongoing Engagement

-1.135

.689

-.168

-1.647

.101

Overall Engagement

-2.772

1.007

-.307

-2.753

.007

Overall Disaffection

1.949

.834

.250

2.336

.021

TSS Involvement

1.547

.861

.249

1.796

.074

TSS Positive. Regard

-1.052

.780

-.156

-1.349

.179

TSS Expectations

-1.042

.941

-.122

-1.108

.270

TSS Accessibility

-.328

.570

-.063

-.574

.566

RAPS_S

1.582

1.043

.162

1.517

.131

PSSM

-.776

.900

-.092

-.862

.390

.111

.089

.109

1.245

.215

-.018

.051

-.051

-.360

.719

.083

.055

.221

1.495

.137

-.084

.041

-.215

-2.041

.043

CONGRUENCE

.050

.038

.114

1.316

.190

REGARD (Math)

.040

.044

.146

.913

.362

Ongoing Engagement

2 (Constant)
Ongoing Engagement

TSS Positive. Regard

SCS
3 (Constant)

SCS
REGARD (English)
EMPATHY
UNCNDTIONALITY
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EMPATHY

-.044

.045

-.149

-.968

.334

UNCNDTIONALITY

-.032

.036

-.086

-.884

.378

.017

.037

.043

.462

.645

30.299

4.315

7.021

.000

Ongoing Engagement

-1.142

.683

-.169

-1.673

.096

Overall Engagement

-2.621

1.000

-.291

-2.620

.010

Overall Disaffection

1.926

.827

.247

2.330

.021

TSS Involvement

1.542

.853

.249

1.807

.072

TSS Positive. Regard

-1.135

.774

-.168

-1.466

.144

TSS Expectations

-1.032

.932

-.121

-1.108

.270

TSS Accessibility

-.260

.566

-.050

-.459

.647

RAPS_S

1.402

1.037

.143

1.353

.178

PSSM

-.974

.897

-.116

-1.086

.279

.103

.089

.101

1.168

.245

-.015

.051

-.040

-.286

.775

.079

.055

.210

1.431

.154

-.086

.041

-.219

-2.104

.037

Congruence

.059

.038

.134

1.553

.122

Level of Regard (Math)

.043

.044

.158

.999

.319

Empathy

-.045

.045

-.154

-1.009

.314

Unconditionality of Regard

-.031

.036

-.083

-.863

.390

.006

.037

.015

.158

.875

-.178

.086

-.147

-2.054

.042

CONGRUENCE
4 (Constant)

SCS
Level of Regard (English)
Empathy
Unconditionality of Regard

Congruence
Parentification
Note:

Dependent Variable: ACT Composite. TSS = Teacher Support Scale; RAPS-S = Student Report of
Experienced Teacher Support ; PSSM = Psychological Sense of School Membership; SCS: School
Connectedness Scale
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